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8IK ASUTOSH MOOKEKJEE 




PREFACE 


An announcement was made long ago, in the 
Grmidriss der Indo-arischen Philoloyie, of a treatise 
on Sanskrit Poetics and Metrics from the able pen 
of Professor Hermann Jacobi, which would perhaps 
liave rendered the writing of this work superflu- 
ous. On being informed, however, that the learned 
Professor has now al)andoncd the ])roject of writing 
it, I have ventured to set forth, in the following 
pages, the results of some of my researches in the 
subject, witli the ho[»e of drawing the attention of 
scholars to a discipline which has not yet been 
systematically investigated, but which, forming as 
it does the foundations of a study of Classical 
Sanskrit Poetry, is not without its importance in 
the general history of Sanskrit literature. These 
investigations were originally emliodied in my thesis 
for the Doctorate of the University of IjoikIou 
( 1921 ) ; but the present publication, though not 
altogether divested of the form of a dissertation, 
has been so considerably altered,,,, re-written and 
supplemented that it may be taken as an entirely 
new work. 

My original intention was to write a comprehen- 
sive history of Sanskrit Poetics ; but in the course 
of my studies I realised that the available materials 
were not enough for such an ambitious undertaking. 
In the following pages, however, I have attempted 
to approacji, the subject from the historical point 
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of view, instead of presenting a mere epitome of the 
different topics of Alainkara, as Regnaud’s TLhetorique 
Sanskrite (1884) does. Presuming a general know- 
ledge of the details of Sanskrit Poetics, which 
may be gathered from any standard text-book or 
even from Regnaud’s useful resume, and taking the 
representative writers (and, as far as necessary, the 
neglected commentators and so-called minor writers), 
I have made an attempt to trace tlie development 
of the discipline through its fairly long and varied 
course of history whicli covers more than a thousand 
years. The first volume of the work, therefore, 
deals with the preliminary but important question 
of chronology and sources, on the basis of which 
the second volume proceeds to set forth the history 
through its divergent systems and theories. 

Although the subject possesses great interest 
and importance, workers in the field cannot be said 
to be too numerous. Since Biihler’s memorable 
discovery (1877) in Ka,shmir of the bulk of the old 
forgotten Alamkara literature, the devoted enter- 
prise, however, of a small but excellent band of 
.scholars has brought to light and given us useful 
editions of most of the important texts, besides 
collecting a great deal of valuable information on 
the subject. There can be no doubt that much yet 
remains to be done in this direction, but these 
additions to our knowledge have shed so much light 
on the whole subject that little room is left for mere 
guess-work with regard to the general theme, and 
the historical method may be tentatively applied 
to a systematic presentation. It is now clear that 
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‘the works on Alamkara are not sporadic or isolated 
productions, but constitute an extensive literature, 
ranging over a fairly long period, of time, and em- 
bodying, with an abstruse technique and ingenious 
theories, a systematic discipline which possesses 
an intei'esting course of history. 

It is needless to say that I have made, as the 
references will indicate, a careful use of the accumu- 
lated but scattered labours of previous workers, 
supplementing them with my own studies. But as 
some of the problems still require elucidation, while 
the proffered solutions in some cases have not 
received recognition, I have taken the opportunity 
of re-examining the disputed points, re-arranging 
the available data and re-thinking the entire subject. 
I have, however, avoided useless discussions as much 
as possible, confining myself to stating my own view 
and leaving it to speak for itself. Regarding 
(|uestions of chronology, 1 have made extensive use of 
the chronological materials scattered throughout the 
various reports, journals, catalogues and notices of 
Sanskrit MSS. I have also enjoyed the privilege 
of utilising the manuscript-materials in the India 
Office, British Museum and elsewhere ; and I take 
this opportunity of expressing my obligations to 
the authorities concerned for extending this privilege 
to me. My thanks are also due to Dr. Gahganath 
.Tha for getting the entire MS of Abhinavagupta’s 
bulky commentary on Bharata copied for my use, 
and to Dr. Thomas and the Curator of Madras 
Government Oriental MSS Library, as well as to 
my friend and colleague Pandit Anantakrs)Q.a ^astri. 
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for procuring forme tmnscripts of the rare MSS of 
Abhinava’.s Locana IV and Kuntala’a VakrdUi- 
jlvita. With the help of these transcripts I have 
been able to publish the texts of the last two works ; 
and I have also in contemplation an edition of 
Abhinava’s erudite commentary on Bharata, if I 
can collect sufficient materials towards it. 

In this work I have confined myself to Sanskrit 
Poetics and have not taken into consideration the 
numerous v’ernacular works on the subject which, 
together with the theme of Dramaturgy which I 
have also omitted, de.serve more room for a detailed 
and separate treatment. The Bibliographies, which 
are meant to supply information about editions and 
MSS of texts and commentaries, do not pretend to 
be exhaustive ; but it is hoped that no useful or 
important point has been overlooked. Instead of 
merely repeating the entries of different MSS in 
Aufrecht (as Dr. Haricand ^t^ri does), I have, in 
compiling these, economised space by simple referen- 
ces to his indispensable Oatalogus Catalogorum, at 
the same time consulting the original catalogues 
when necessary and the original MSS when available, 
and correcting in this way what seemed to me wrong, 
misleading or superfluous entrie.s. I have also tried 
to supplement them by entries from catalogues and 
reports published after the date of Aufrecht’s monu- 
mental work. 

A word of explanation may be deemed necessary 
regarding the use of the term “Poetics” to designate 
a half-theoretical and half-practical discipline Chich 
IS known in Sanskrit as the AlamhSra-mtra or 
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th© SUhitya'smitvfi, Prof, Jacobi, who seerns to 
have been the first to make this term current, has 
sufficiently explained its scope in ZDMG Ivi, 1902, 
p. 393, fn 1. It may be remarked that the commonly 
used term “Rhetoric” is inadequate in explaining 
the standpoint of a study which includes a great 
deal more than a mere practical treatment of rhetoric- 
al categories ; while the expression “Aesthetics” 
is misleading in this connexion, inasmuch as the 
theoretical scope of Alarnkara is not fully co-extensive 
with what is expressed by that term in modern 
philosophical studies. 

There remains for me now the pleasant duty of 
recording the manifold encouragement and help I 
have received in the course of these labours. I am 
greatly obliged to some scholars for their kind and 
prompt reply to my queries, especially to the late 
Professor Rhys Davids, and to Professors Xeith 
and Jacobi. On learning that I was studying Sanskrit 
Poetics, Prof. Jacobi evinced a genuine interest in 
my work and encouraged me with suggestions from 
his expert knowledge of the subject. After I had 
finished my work in England, he invited me very 
kindly to Bonn, where I had the privilege of working 
with him and prosecuting these studies further, as 
well as of enjoying his genial friendship and hospit- 
ality. I had then the opportunity of laying the 
rough outlines of this modest work before that veteran 
scholar and profiting by his criticism. I must also 
thank Dr. Thomas of the India Office Library for 
his keen interest in my work and for his uniform 
courtesy a^nd kindness in rendering me all facilities 
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I required. I cannot also omit acknowledging my 
obligations to Sir E. Denison Boss for his many 
acts of kindness during the time I studied at the 
London School of Oriental Studies. I am also deep- 
ly grateful to Dr. L. D. Barnett, under whom I 
worked in the same School and with whom it was 
always a pleasure to work, for his goodness in watch- 
ing the progress of this essay and reading patiently 
through its first draft, as well as for his unwearied 
help, kind sympathy and steady encouragement. 
It is a pleasure and privilege also to return my heart- 
felt thanks to many friends in .England, Germany 
and elsewhere, whose kind words of sympathy never 
failed to cheer me in a foreign land. 

In a work like this, errors, both of omission and 
commission, are hard to escape ; all suggestions for 
correction or improvement will, therefore, be thank- 
fully received. To avoid unnecessary delay in 
printing and transmission of proofs, the book had to 
be printed in India ; but those who are acquainted 
with the conditions of printing here will realise its 
difficulties and condone its imprefections. Although 
care has been taken to make this work free from 
errors of pen and print (and in this connexion I must 
thank the promptness and zeal of the Calcutta 
Oriental Press), a few obvious but unwelcome mis- 
prints and slips, especially with regard to diacritical 
marks, have unfortunately crept in, for which I 
express my apology to the generous reader. 


Calcutta 
^ay 15, 1923. 


S. K. D6 
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I BEGINNINGS 

( 1 ) 


There is an interesting passage in the Kmya- 
mtmmisa in which Riijasekhara, while giving us a 
somewhat fanciful account of the divine origin of 
Poetics, mentions at the same time the names of the 
supposed original exponents of the discipline. It 
is said that the Spirit of Poetry (kavya-purma), 
born t)f the Goddess of Learning (sarasvatlj, was 
set by the Self-existent Being to pi'omulgate the 
study of Poetics in the three worlds ; and he related it 
in eio^hteen adhikaranas to his seventeen will-born 
pupils. These divine sages, in their turn, are said to 
have composed separate treatises on the portions 
respectively learnt by them. Thus Sahasraksa wrote 
on kavi-rahasya, Uktigarbha on auktika, Suvanj.a- 
nabha on rift, ^Pracotiiy ana on anuprasa, Citn\ngada 
on yamaka and dtra^ ^esa on setbda-^sa, Pulastya 
on vdstavaf Aupakayana on PSrSsara on 

a<iaaya,‘'’Utathya on ^Kubera on ubhayd- 

lamkdm, KmnsAevd on ^aiiwdika, Bharata on rTipaka 
Nandikesvara on rasa, '^Dhisaija on dosa, Upamanyu 
on and' Kucamara on aupanMika. This ten- 

dency on the part of a Sanskrit author towards 
glorifying his science and thereby investing it with 
an ancient unalterable authority is not unusual, and 
such legendary accounts are often fabricated where 
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the actual origin is forgotten ; but it is curious that 
we do not meet with them elsewhere in Alamkara 
literature, although they find expression in Bharata 
and in Vatsyayana with regard to the origin of the 
allied disciplines of Dramaturgy and Erotics respec- 
tively. The historical value of ^ is passage of Baja - 
.^ekhara may, indeed, be well doubted : but it_ i§ 
possible tha^ this unique account, apart from it s 
obviously mythical g< ^b, embodies a current tradition, 
iipplpng the actuar^existenec, at some remote juid 
forgotten period, of early e,\.j)ouuders of poetic theory, 
some of whose names arc sUl{^ familiar, but most- of 
whose works hjivg^ apparently p erished. Thus Su- 
vamamlbha and Kucain5ra (orlRhicumara) arc also 
cited with reverence by the author of the Kdma-mira 
(I. 1. 13, 17), both of them as aijthorities on Erotics, 
but the latter especially as well-versed in the parti- 
cular subject of aupmisadika, which is thus included 
in Erotics as well as in Poetics. ^ The present-day 
text ^nhe Naty^-sdstra, which goes by the name of 
Bharata, deals in an encyclopaedic manner with vari- 
ous topics, but Bharata is well known, as described by 
Riljas'ekhara, as an authority on rdpaka. No work of 
Nandikesvara on rasa has yet been discovered ; but 
his name is associated with a number of works, mostly 
late compilations, on erotics, music, histrionic art, 
grammar and tantra.^ 

1 Qi. Journal of the Department of Letters, Calcutta Univer- 
sity, iv p. 95. 

2 Aufrecht i 276, ii 59, iii 206. The writer on Erotics 
is cited as Nandlsvara in Padca~s~iyaka (Bik. 533, Peter- 
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Tins tro-ditiontil ciccount; iUciy load oug to iiinlcG 
the tempting suggestion of a very early systematic 
investigation of rhetorical issues l)at for the serious 
difficulty that there is hardly any material in the 
ancient literature itself to enable us to trace the 
origin of Poetics to a very remote antiquity. The 
Alainkara-sastra is never mentioned among the ortho- 
dox disciplines which constitute the so-called vedd- 
iigm, nor do we meet with any passage in the Vedio 
Sdifihitds, Hv^dhvticDicts or the earlier TlpOftiiscids in 
which we may find a real basis for a system of Poet- 

son ii no), whom Aufrecht is inclined to identify with 
Nandin quoted by Vatsyayana ( I.i.S ) ; but the name Nandi- 
kesvara is given in Rati-rahisya ( ABoi 218a, Schmidt 
Ind, Erotik 1911 pp. 46, 59), The work on histrionic art, 
attributed to Natidikesvara, is known as Abhinaya-darpana 
( ed. Poona 1874. MSS: IOC 3028, 3090 ; Oppert i 16, 950, 
2503, 7264, ii 450, 2205, 5473 ; Burnell 436 ; HgH ii 304 ; 
WRAS 109 ; Madras Cat, 12980-85 ). Nandikesvara is better 
known as an authority on music, and is cited as one of 
his sources by &rngadeva ( 13th century ) in his Samgita- 
ratnlkara ( I. I. 17 ) and by his commentator Kallinatha p. 
47. Works on music attributed to Nandikesvara are *• Nandi- 
kekvara^mte TUdihyxya in Wcinr 1729, ?,\r\ BharatCirnava 
Xndhra-Ukl-sahita {Madras CaL 13006-08), supposed to be a 
condensed version of Nandikesvara's work by Sumati, treating 
of dramatic gestures and tZila. This probably explains why the 
last chapter in the existing version of Bharata^s Nafya-sZtstra 
(ed* Kavyamala) is designated nandi-bharata-saiug'ita-pustaka. 
The other names mentioned by Rajasekhara cannot be conne- 
ted with works^ actual or traditional, on Poetics or kindred 
topics* Curiously enough, an Alavakara-sTUray consisting of 75 
sWras^ is ascribed to Vatsyayana himself in Hultzsch 269. 
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ics. The word upama, for instance, is found as 
early as the JRg-veda (V. 34. 9 ; I. 31. 15), and Sayana 
explains it in the sense of tq^amdna (as in Papin i 
II. 3. 72) or di'^tdnta ; but there is nothing unusual 
in this use of the general idea of similitude, which 
need not be interpreted as having a particular specula- 
tive significance. It is conceded, on the authority 
of YSiska and Panini, that the conception of ttpamd or 
similitude considerably affected the Vedic language 
as well as its accent ; but beyond this grammatical 
or philological interest, there is no indication of a 
dogma, much less of a theory, of Poetics in the Vedic 
times. Nor .should undue emphasis be laid on the 
use of poetic figures in Vedic literature ; for between 
this unconscious employment of figures of speech 
and the conscious formulation of a definite system, 
there must necessalily be a long step. 


( 2 ) 


The first evidence of a definite, if somewhat crude, 
activity in this direction is traceable in the Nighaiitu 
and Nirukta. From the investigation of the pecu- 
liarities of the general form of language, which began 
early, attention was apparently directed to the 
analysis of the poetic forms of speech ; but the 
question was still regarded entirely from the linguistic 
point of view. The term almtiMm in the technical 
Sense does not occur in the Nirukta, but YSska uses 
the word alarrikari^nu in the general sense of *one 
in the habit of adorning*, which PSpipi expltiins in 
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III. 2. 136 and which is apparently the meaning of 
the word occuring in the ^atapatha BraJmana 
(xiii. 8. 4. 7 ; iii. 5. 1. 36), and in the Chandogya 
TTpanimd (viii. 8. 5). But in the Nighanttt iii 13, 
a list is given of particles of comparison relating to 
the Vedic upamtt, comprising twelve varieties, which 
are illustrated in the Nirnkta i 4, iii 13-18 and 
ix 6. Six of these varieties, viz., those indicated 
by the particles iva, yatha, ua, c/it, nn and a, are 
discussed in connexion with Yaska’s treatment of 
upamdrthe nipatas or particles indicative of compari- 
son (i 4), and partly included in what he designates 
as karmopama in iii 15. Then Yilska mentions 
bhiitopama, in which the upamita becomes the upa- 
mana in character, and rnpopama, where the tipamita 
resembles the upamana in point of form. The fourth 
v^ariety occurs where the particle yatha is used. 
Then cornels Hiddhdpaina, in which the standard of 
comparison is well estal.)lishcd,and known to surpa.ss 
every otlier oliject in a pariiculai' (juality or- act, and 
is characterised by the snflix rat. The last variety 
is luptdpama or su))|)i'essed simile, also called arthu- 
pamd (equivalent to the rdpaka of later theorists), 
which is illustrated in iii 18 (also ix 6), where 
the example is given of the popular application of the 
terms simha and vyaghra in a laudatory and svan and 
kaka in a derogatory sense. The term tipamma 
itself is used by Yaska, but only to denote these 
particles of comparison (vii 31). The significance 
of comparison in general is also referred to in 
i 19, ii 6, iii 5, iv 11, v 22 and vii 13. Inci- 
dentally yrvska quotes (iii 13) the grammarian 
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Gar^ya’s definition of upama}, which is important 
from our point of view. As explained by Durgfl- 
cSrya, it lays down that upanm occurs when an object 
which is dissimilar is reckoned, through similarity, 
with an object having similar attributes®. It also 
states as a general rule that the standard of com- 
parison should be superior in merit and better known 
than the object of comparison ; but the reverse case 
is also admitted and illustrated (iii 14-1.’)) by two 
examples from the Mg-veda. The definition, too wide 
as it is, recalls Mammata’s similar dictum, and un- 
doubtedly establishes a very early, but more or less 
definite, conception of the poetic upama. 

By the time of P{iq.ini, this conception of npamft 
seems to have been tacitly recognised, and we find 
him using in this connexion the technical terms 
npamana^, xipamita^ and mmZmya^' as well as 
general expressions like upamr>^' (used in tlie sense of 
the rhetorician’s iipamdm), nupumya', upamdrthe^ 

1 athiita npamit yad atat tat-sadi 'mm iti gargyah, tad 
asUin karma jyiiyas~i m guTMtia prakhyatamena vli kanlyiiin- 
sam vaprakhyatam vopamintite' thiipi kanlyasU jyayUnisam. 

2 evam atat tat-svarTipexia guv^na gwaM-satnanyHd 
upanviyatt ityevam gUrgyacatyo many ate. 

3 II. I. 55 ; III. I. lo, 2. 79, 4. 45 : V. 4. 97, 137 ; VI. i. 

204, 2. 2, 72, 80, 127, 145, 169. 

4 II. I. 56. 

5 II, r. 55 ; II. 4. 5 ; VIII. I. 74. 

6 II. 3. 72. 

7 I. 4* 74 : iV. I. 69 ; VI. 2. 1 13. 

8 Vlll. 2. loi. 
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aud mdriya^. It is noteworthy that in nearly fifty 
sutf'cts distributed all over his work, Panini incident- 
ally discusses, from grammarian’s point of view, 
the influence of the conception of comparison on the 
language, in the varied dominion of affixes, including 
case and feminine suffixes, taddhita and smmdnta 
terminations", in the making of compounds® and in 
accent . The same influence is also traceable in the 
idea of atidcio, a term which is not used by Panini 
himself but which is made clear by his commentators, 
and which may be translated as ‘extended application 
by analogy or similarity’. Katyayana, in several 
oHi'ttikds ' , follows PjHuni in noting the same influence 
of the idea of similitude, while ^antanava in liis Phii- 
sTUra discusses it in connexion with accentuation.® 
In the Mahdbhmya on II. 1. 55, Pataiijali has defined 
and illustrated Panini’s use of the term upamma. ' A 
nuDM or measure, he says, is that which is employed 
in ascertaining a thing unknown ; upaniaiia is approxi- 
mate to the inTma and determines the thing not abso- 
lutely (but approximately), e.g., when we say ‘a gamya 
is like a coav’ Strictly speaking, a writer on Poetics 
will not accept the example adduced by Pataujali as 

1 ll. I. 6-7 ; VI. 2. 1 1. 

2 I. 4. 79 ; II. 3. 73 ; III. I. 10, 2. 79, 4. 45; IV. I. 69, 

4. 9 ; V. I. 115-16, 2. 39, 3. 96, 106, 4. 97, 137. 

3 Ik I- 7 . 53-6 ; VI. 2. II. 

4 V. I. 18 ; VI. I. 204, 2. 2, II, 73, 80, 1 13, 127, 145, 

169 etc. 

5 on I. 3. 21 : II. I. 55, 2. 24,4. 71 ; III. i. 10 etc. 

6. c.g. II. 16, IV. 18. 

7 M'lnam hi mmCinirjhata-jhMaftkajn upactiyat^nitj- 
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ps instaoce of poetic npamd^, masmucli as the 
^aracteristic ohartninguess essential in a poetic 
figure is wanting in such a plain expression ; blit 
this graiurnatical analysis of the general idea of com- 
parison is an early and near approach to the technical 
conception of Poetics. ® 

(3) 

A special interest attaches to those rules of Pacini 
and the dicta of early graintnarians, inasmuch as they 
form the basis of what may bo termed the gram- 
matical sub-division of the figure upama into direct 
{irautt) and indirect (arthl) simile as well similes 
based on kt't and taddhita suffixes, recognised as early 
as Udbhata’s time. Thus ' the authority for the iraitli 
upcma, in which the notion of comparison is conveyed 
by particles like yatha, ioa, va or by the suffix vat, 
when vat is equivalent to iva, is supposed to be based 
on two rules of Pacini (V. 1. 115-16), which lay down 
that the suffix vat is applied to the standard of com* 
parison in the locative or genitive case and takes the 
place of the case-ending and iva, as well as tp a noun 
which should otherwise be in the instrumental caSe in 
the sense of tern tulya (like that), if the similarity 
consists in an action and not in quality. Thus we get 

Hatam artham jfiasyamUi, tat-samlpe yati nAtyantaya 
tad npammani, gour iva gavaya iti, ed. Kielhorn 
I P- 397' 

I go-sadt^ gavaya iti nbpan^, Citr. nt%m. p. 6. 

? The conception of vpamS. appears to be fully established 
ib Bhartfhari’s e.g. i. 63. 
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the forme mathurUvat {^mathurayUm iva) iMasll- 
puire 'prakardh, caitravat ( = cditrasya iva) maitrasya 
gd/oal),, as well as brahma/ipavad ( = hrahmamna tulyam) 
adhtte, but not caitravat kriah. In the same way, 
we have compounded simile like kumhhdvica stanau, 
according to the vdrttika {ivena samaso vilhaktya- 
lopalf) on PS^ini II. 4. 71, which is, therefore, taken 
as an instance of compounded direct simile {mmamga 
srauti upama). Similarly, the ending kyac. accord- 
ing to F&^ini III. 1. 10, is applied to a noun in the 
objective case, which is expressive of upamana in the 
sense of ‘behaviour’ (acam), and gives us a simile in 
phrases like paurani janam sutiyasi ; while the next 
rule of Pap.ini lays down that the suffix kyah may be 
applied to a noun in the nominative case in the sense 
of ‘behaving like’ and forms the basis of a simile in 
such expressions as tava sadd ramaiiiyate &rih. It is 
needless to cite more examples, for this will he suffi- 
cient to indicate that some of the speculations on 
poetic speech can be traced back to the early gram- 
matical analysis of the same ideas, as well as the fact 
that even in the age of Pacini, some of these con- 
ceptions appear to have been well established and to 
have considerably influenced his enquiry. It must be 
admitted that these tentative sallies of the gram- 
marians are not definite enough to indicate the 
existence of a system, but the stock of notions, thus 
indirectly relating to Poetics, though not large, yet 
throws an interesting light on the genesis of later 
speculations on poetic speech. 

If any deduction is permissible from the name 
‘.^aipkSra’ (Jjt. embellishment) given to the disch 
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pline as well as from the contents of the earUest exis- 
ting works on the subject, it will appear that the 
science started a posteriori out of the very practical 
object of analysing poetic embellishments of speech 
with a view to prescribe definite rules of composition ; 
but it cannot be doubted that it received a great im- 
petus from the highly developed enquiry into the 
forms of language made by the grammarians. From 
iuterual evidence as well as from the testimony, which 
admits of little doubt, of some of the ancient authori- 
ties on Poetics, it is clear that the theoretical back- 
ground of the discqjline was, to some extent, founded 
bn the philosophical speculations on linguistics, so that 
■Grammar, one of the oldest and soundest sciences of 
India, was its god-father and helped it towards ready 
acceptance. Anandavardhaua speaks of his own system 
as being based on the authority on the grammarians, to 
whom he pays an elegant tribute as the first and fore- 
most thinkers {prathame hi oidvairiso vaipakardtiafy, 
vyakaratia-niulatodt sarva-oidydmm^ p. 47) ; while 
Bhamaha, one of the earliest known formulators of 
poetic theory, not only devotes one whole chapter to 
the question of grammatical correctness — a procedure 
which is followed by Viimana — but also proclaims 
openly the triumph of the views of Pamni (vi 63). 
Apart from such details' as the linguistic analysis of 
the idea of comparison referred to above, it can be 
easily shown that some of the fundamental ooii^jp- 
tihns of poetic theory, relating to speech in gehbi^, 
we avowedly based on the views of the gtUidxxtiM^Sii^ 
the exclusion of other schools of opinibn. 'Ibli.tiB 
tlie question whether the convention 
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by the expressed meaning of a word {ahhidha) is to be 
understood, is accepted by a reference to the -views of 
the grammarians on this point. The grammarians 
hold, in opposition to tlie Naiyayikas, Saugatas and 
MlmSmsakas, that the import of a word is either jati, 
draoya, kriya or r/iuia, as expressed by the dictum 
catu^tayl iahdanam pruvrUiJh cited from the Mahor 
hhasyai'- byMukula (p. 4) and Mammata p. 2.) 

Indeed, the whole analysis of the two functions of 
word and its sense, called ahhiclha and lakmna^^ are 
borrowed from the grammatico-philosophical ideas 
already elaborated by the grammarians ; and even the 
new aesthetic system of Anandavardhana, in establish- 
ing the third fuTiction of vyanjam attempts to seek 
an authority for its theory on the analogy of the quasi- 
grammatical theory of sphota, which is associated with 
the name of the pre-|uminian grammarian Sphofayana, 
and which we find fully developed in the Vakyapadiya 


( 4 ) 


Some of these ideas, again, arc more or less re- 
cognised in the different philosophical systems, which 
concern themselves with sabda or speech in general, 

I I have not been able to trace this sentence in the 
MaAUAa^a, but its purport has been sufficiently explained 
at the very commencement of that work. Cf. also Kunio/To,- 
satftMava ii 17, where this view is clearly mentioned, al- 
4imgh Mallinatha would explain the cntu<;tnyi prayitti 
refccBOce to the four vivartas of vac. 
a CL Mamha^ya on VIII. i. \2 



12 


SANSKRIT POETICS 


in connexion with the question of scriptural revel 
ation and interpretation. The theory of sphota, 
which, however, has only a far-fetched relation to 
Poetics, has also its significance in some systems of 
philosophy ; and the idea of manifestation, implied in 
the vyaHjamrvriiif which consists not in the express- 
ion of something new but in the manifestation of 
something already existing, is not altogether un- 
familiar to Indian speculation. .A similar train of 
thought meets us in the SSJhkhya idea of causation 
(i II7-I8), in which the effect is not produced but 
is already comprehended in the cause and therefore 
can only become manifest. We find another analogy 
in the general idea of the Ved&,ntin's mok^a or libera- 
tion, which consists of a condition, not to be produced 
but to be made manifest or realised, by the removal 
of enveloping obstacles. ^ The theory relating to the 
other two functions of words (abhidha and lak^arfS), 
which play such an important part in poetic speoulsi- 
tion, had already engaged the attention, not only 
of the philosophical grammarians, but also of the 
philosophers themselves, especially the NaiySyikas 
and the Mlir^jhsakas. The NaiySyikas, for instance, 
hold that by denotation fabhidha) of a word,, we 
understand not only the individual foyaktij, but also 

I It is noteworthy that the VedCmta^sUtra makes a direct 
use of the term rUpaka in the technical sense ( I. 4. i ), upon 
which Appayya Diksita remarks : bhagavatH, badarapa^ita 
"mnuimnikam apyekesatti iti cen na aarlra-rUpaka-vinyasta- 
gfKUer daraayati ca” iti harIraka-sUtre r^ipakam a'Qg%kftam 
(Citr. mlm. p. 54 ed. KavyatuS^la tgo'j), cf also VedAnta Mtra 
lit. 18, 
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the genus Qd,UJ and the quality (guna)^ ; while the 
Mimahisakas maintain that it signifies primarily 
f jUti), and the vyakti is understood by implication 
(aksepaj through its inseparable connexion with 
The Nyaya-sutra, again, gives an exhaust- 
ive list of the relations through which a woril may 
be used in a secondary sense, the idea of secondary 
sense, variously called gamta, bhakta, lakmnika or 
aupacai'ika artha, being tacitly admitted in almost all 
the systems.^ Indeed, the theories of Poetics on these 
points are considerably mixed up with the doctrines 
of the Nyaya and Mimamsa schools ; and even 
Bhamaha’s early work devotes a considerable space to 
the discussion of the logic of poetry and the express- 
ive functions of words. 

We shall note in its proper place the influence of 
the Nyaya, SSmkhya and Ved&,nta doctrines on the 
poetic theory of rasa ; but it may be pointed out here 
that the conception of npama (here termed npamana), 
by which is implied the general idea of analogy or 
compar’ison, plays an important part in the different 
philosophical systems in the discussion of the nature 
and criterion of knowledge. The Maitrl Upanisail, for 
instance, treats of three pramams ( v 10, 14 ), viz., 
perception, (clf'^ta or pratyaksaj , inference (linga or 
ammanaj and analogy (upama or upamana). Kanada 
and Kapila, no doubt, reject analogy as an indepen- 


1 Nyyya-sTltra II. 2. 68 

2 P^rva-tn\mams« I. 3. 33 ff- 

3 VeMnta-sWra II.3.16, III.1.7 ; Nyaya-sTitra II.2.64, 
also 1.2.1 1, I 4 ,i 5 ; SSmkAya-sUfra V 67 etc. 
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deat and authoritative evidence ; but tlio NaiySyikas 
admit it, the purpose served by it being, in their 
opinion, the perception of a likeness in an object not 
perceived before. Vatsyayana, commenting on 1.1.3, 
defines it in terms almost similar to those used in the 
already quoted passage from the Mahabhmya,^ as 
samlpycHnanam npamanam. According to the NaiySyi- 
kas, there^'e, the object attained by analogy or 
tipamana consists in the recognition of the con- 
nexion bet .V >en tlie appellation and the thing de- 
signated by it, and thus it forms the very foundation 
of expression. The idea of atidesa vakya reappears as 
the means of analogical cognition, /. e,, as a helper of 
the actual perception of similarity between the well- 
known and the novel object at the first .sight of the 
latter. The co-operation of the upamana is-also main- 
tained to be essential in syllogistic reasoning, where it 
appears in the form of the syllogistic factor, called 
upandya (1.1.32) or statement of the minor premise, 
A relic of this idea of ttpamdna survives in Poetics in 
the treatment of Bhoja (iii 50), who distinguishes 
the figure upmrn from the figure upamana, although 
this view finds no supporter except Appayya Diksita, 
who adopts upamdm as a separate poetic figure,® 
It is needless to dilate more on this point ; but 


1 P. 7 ante. 

2 Kuvalay. ed. N. S. P. 1913 p. 174. -Nagesabhatta takes 
it as included in the figure upama itself, and Vamana appears 
to deal with one of its varieties (viz., ananuiAUta-visaya) as an 
3^ppe of what he calls tativ&khvanbpama or descriptive 
simile (IV, 2. 7). 
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the idea of upcmmm, together with that of atidem, 
ifs similarly dealt with by the Mimaihsakas. They! 
however, consider that the upamaua refers to an object, 
already familiar to us, as being similar to another 
object which is seen for the first time ; or in the 
words of Ijpavarsa, quoted by Sabarasvaniiu, the 
npoimana or analogy, being similarity, produces an 
idea respecting an object that is not present, just as 
the sight of a gamy a revives the memory of a cow.^ 

( 5 ) 

Although these speculations have an indirect 
bearing on Poetics and might have suggested and 
helped to develop some of its fundamental theories, 
they cannot be taken as a definite basis of any deduc- 
tions as to the antiquity of the discipline itself. It 
is striking indeed that we have no direct or indirect 
reference to Poetics as a mstra in early texts, al- 
though at the end of the 9th century Rajasekliara 
speaks of a tradition which makes it the seventh 
anga. Poetics is omitted in the enumei’atioii of the 
different brai;ches of study in the well-known j^assage 
in the Chomdogya TJpanisad (VII. 1. 2. 4, ed. Boht- 
lingk). Apastarabha (II. 4, 11), speaks of the usual 
six aygas, but Ysjnavalkya (i 3) enumei’ates in all 
fourteen Sdstrcts, to which the Vi^mpuraiia adds four 
more, in which Poetic is not mentioned at all. In a 

I updmanam api sUdreyam orsannikrfpp rthe buddhun 
utpMwatu vedha gavayu'darmHam gd-mhraidimtm I. i. 15. 
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similar list in the Lalita-mstam^ , there is a referene© 
io kmya-karana-grantha and naiya, which may be 
taken to imply Poetics and Dramaturgy I'espectively, 
but the designation ‘Alarakara’ is not met with until 
we come to Sukra-nlti which includes it, in company 
with Artha-sastra, Kama-sastra and Silpa-s5stra, 
among thirty-two different sastras. It has been 
pointed out by Rhys Davids ® that the bid Pali 
texts, Anguttara ( i 72, hi 107 ) and Samyukta 
( i 38, ii 267 ), there are references to a similar 
study. These passages are interesting historically as 
being opposed to the science, but they do not 
expressly or by implication mention it as Alamkara- 
sastra. ^ 

It seems likely, therefore, that Poetics as a techni- 
cal discipline must have been of comparatively late 
origin, and probably began to tlcvelop in the first few 
centuries of the Christian era.* With the flourish- 


1 Ed. Lefmann I p. 156. 

2 In a letter to me dated 24. 2. 1921. 

3 In Kautilya’s Artha-mstra there is a chapter devoted 
to the procedure of writing msanas, where mention is made 
of arthakrama, paripurnata, niiidhurya, nudarya, and spa^ptva 
as excellences which should be attained. These do not 
correspond to the gunas defined in earlier Alarnkara-works, 
but perhaps represent the common-sense view of the matter. 

4 Patailjali refers to a large number of poetical works 
(ed. Kielhorn I 283, 340, 426, 444 ; II 34, 102, 119, 167, 313, 
315 ; III 143, 338 etc.) , which fact apparently indicates a con- 
siderable poetical activity in his age, preluding a systematic 
ipyestigation of poetic principles ; but there is no reference 
to Alaipkara literature in his time. 
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iag of SaBskrit learning and literature in the 4th and 
Sth centuries under the G-upta Emperors, its develop- 
ment probably proceeded apace. Buhler’s epigraphical 
researches ^ have confirmed the indication, first given 
by Lassen, as regards the development of Sanskrit 
^oya-style in this period, and it may be taken as 
the prelude to a rhetorical activity which bore rich 
fruit in the 8th and 9th centuries in systematic in- 
vestigations of poetic principles. His examination of 
the early inscriptions, not only proves the existence of 
a body of highly elaborate prose and metrical writings 
in the ^a»ya-style during the first five centuries A.D., 
but it also establishes the presumption that most of 
these praiasti-writers were “acquainted with the 
rules of Indian poetics’’ Biihler attempts to show 
that the manner in which these writers conform to the 
rules of Alamkara, crystallised in the oldest available 
manuals like those of Bhamaha and Dandin, would 
go to indicate ‘‘the existence of an Alamkara-sastra 
or some theory of poetic art”®. 

Prom this period of time, we get more or less 
definite indications of the existence of doctrines of 
Poetics in the itauya-literature itself. In the two 

1 Die Indischen Inschriften^ trans. I A xiii, pp. 29 f. 

2 Ibid, p. 146. 

3 p. 243. This conclusion is, to some extent, supported 
by a passage in the Girnar inscription itself (2nd century 
A. D.), which contain.s a reference to “prose and poetry 
embellished (with poetic figures) and rendered attractive by 
poetic conventions and expressions which are clear, light, 
pleasing, varied and charming” {sj>b$4^-laghu-madhura-citra' 
^nie^edni^safnaybd^rMccfnkriargad'Vctpiidyd) El viii p. 44 - 
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eai'lier epics, no doubt, some of the more general 
terms of Alamkara (like tipcma, kavya, uMaka, katha, 
and akhyayika) are used, but no chronological 
conclusion is safe from the admittedly composite 
character of the present-day texts. But in the 
JBuddhacariia of Asvaghosa, as Cowell notes, we 
have the use of common poetic figures • like v/patm, 
titfireksa or rupaka, as well as of elaborate ones like 
yatlm-sm]ikhya and aprastuta-pra^amsa in an ingeni- 
ous way, which presumably betrays an acquaintance 
with the teachings of Poetics. The verv first verse 
uses the word upania in a some what technical sense, 
and we have also in iii 51 the use of the term rasdntara 
to indicate a counter-emotion wdiich cancels an already 
prevailing one. Cowell, thci’eforc, is justified in re- 
marking that a jjeculiar interest attaches to such 
poems “from their importance in estaldishing Prof. 
Buhler's views as to the successful cultivation, in 
Northern India, of artificial poetry and rhetoric— 
and aktmkdra — in the early centuries of our era.’’ 
This remark applies wdth greater force to the works 
of Kiilidasa, which appear with all the polish and per- 
fection imparted to them by a trained and careful 
artist. To the later theori.sts they supply an in- 
exhaustible store-house of quotations for the illustrat- 
ion of different poetic figures, expressions and princi- 
ples. This conscious employment of varied and ela- 
borate poetic figures and geuei’al observance of poetii^ 
rules in these early >S«»ya-poets are not withodt their 
significance, and we may reasonably presume, from 
them a general diffusion of the knowledge of Poetics 
in this age. 
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The same tendency towards the artificial or faetiti- 
^ns composition is shown also in the prose romances 
■if Subandhu and IBa^a. Suhandliu prides himself on 
his skill in the use of Mem in every letter of his com- 
I)osition^ and his justifies this hoast as a 

tour de force of extraordinary verbal ju^lerv. In 
the work itself Subandhu speaks of poetic composi- 
tions adorned with poetic figures like Mem, divided 
into ticchvama^, and displaying skill in the employ- 
ment of caktra metre. He specifies also two import- 
ant poetic figures, ntjyreksa and aksepa.^ Equally 


I pratyak^^j^ra-hlciianiayaprapanca-vinyTisa-vaidagdhyani- 
dhim prabandhatn / sarasvatVdatla'VaraprasMas cakrc 
subandhuh sujanaika-bandhtdt , ed. Srlran^c^am, 1906, p. 357*8 

2 Cf l^hfimaha i 25-26 ; Dandin i 26-27. 

3 satkavi'kavva-racauTxiK ivalamkaya-prasZuihitTivi, p. 303 ; 
d\rghbcchvisa-raca nd kulam su-slem-vaklra-ghaianapatn sal- 
kavya-viracanain iva^ pp. 238-39 ; utprckmkRcpaii kavydlam^ 
kare^u p. 146. The reading of the first of these passages 
in the Calcutta edition is bauddhasamgativL zvalamkara- 
bhUf^itam, and the commentary of Sivarama explains it as 
alavPbkaro naina dharmak%rti-k]'to gyantha-visemh^ implying 
that Subandhu here refers to a work on Alarnkara, so 
designated, by the Buddhist Dharmakirti. If this were so, 
and if this Dharmakirti can be identified witli the Buddhist 
logician, who appears also to be quoted in the Dhv. pp. 
217, then he is apparently one of the earliest writers on 
Alarnkara whose work is now lost ; for he is generally placed 
in the first half of the 7th century. This conflicts with the 
accepted date of Subandhu, and undue reliance need not be 
placed on an unauthenticated statement of a very late com- 
mentatort Levi is probably correct in denying that Subandhu 
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definite is Baca’s references to rhetoric in his men- 
tion, in one of the introductory verses of his Kadarp,- 
ban, of the poetic figures upama, jati ( = svabhdvdktij, 
dJipaka and slesa as well as of poetic rasa and 
^ayyd. B5n.a also refers to verbal puzzles, such as 
ak^ara-cyida, bindumatt, giMa-caturthapada andpra- 
helikd and he seems to be aware of the dlamMHka 
distinction between kathd and dkhyvyikd. ® 

( ) 

Prom all these indications, the inference is not 
improbable that with the growth of a body of highly 
finished prose and poetical literature, the science of 

Poetics or at least the investigation of rhetorical rules 
made considerable progress by the end of the sixth 
century A. D. The earliest known writers on 
Poetics, who lived somewhat later, themselves 
refer to still earlier authorities. Thus Bhamaha 
speaks of Medhavin and others, whom he cites and 
whose work he avowedly utilises. Similarly Dap,(Jin 
refers to earlier writings, and one of Tiis comment- 
ators mentions in this connexion two theorists before 
Da^i,din, viz, Kasyapa and Vararuci, who are other- 
wise unknown to us as writers on AlamkSra. j^art 
from this fact of their own citation of earlier views. 


makes any allusion to Dharmakirti’s literary activity 
{Bulletin de IBcole d' Extreme Orient 1903, p. 18). 

1 ed. Peterson, p. 7 

2 ibid, p. 7 and Harsa-c. p. 7 
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it cannot also be maintained with any cogency that 
the relatively developed style and treatment of even 
these early writers could have been evolved by them: 
selves in the absence of earlier tentative works, 
the existence of which may be presumed, for instance, 
by the employment, by these writers, of certain techni- 
cal words and formulas ( e. g. vakr6kf,l, r'lU, guna etc) 
without a previous explanation. 

As a cognate branch of study, howmver, which 
probably supplied Poetics with a model and the poet- 
ic theory with the important content of rasa, Drama- 
turgy {naiija-mstra) appears to Ivave established itself 
a little earlier. Compartively early texts, both 
brahmanical and buddhistic, speak of some kind of 
dramatic representation, and we have a very early 
refijrence in Pacini to Krsasva and Silalin as authors- 
of nata-sTitras (IV. 3. 110-1 1)^ . The early existence of 
treatises on the dramatic art is also evidenced by the 
fact that all the early authors on Poetics, Bharaaha, 
Da^din and Yamana, omit a discussion of this subject 
and refer their readers for information to such special- 
ised works. The older specimens ot these are perhaps 
lost ; but Bharata’s Niitya-mstra, which is cited as the 
oldest known and most authoritative, cannot possibly 
be put, even in its present version, at a date lower than 
the 6th century A. B. Bharata himself, however devot- 
es a whole chapter to the treatment ot poetical guyas 

I It is interesting to note that both Amara and Sasvata 
in their lexicons do not explain the technical terms of Alaiji- 
kara, although they have distinct references to dramaturgic 
technicalities and to rasa. 
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ak^karm as decorative devices of dramatic apooch. 
It seems, therefore, that the study of Alamkftra„sffl«. 
older than Bharata; and the tradition of opinion, follow - 
ed by BhSmaha and Dandiii, may have been post- 
Bharata in date, but was probably pre-Bharata in 
substance. Indeed, the different schools of opinion, 
represented by the alamkara- rlti- and dhmni- 
theories, probably dourishod some centuries before 
their views became crytallised in the present works of 
BhSmaha, Daiidin and the Dhvanikfira respeetivly, 
none of whom, as wo shall see, can bo taken as 
the absolute founder of the system he represents. 
This process of crystallisation must have covered 
a tentative stage, whose productions, if they ha<l 
been extant today, would have shown Bhamnha, 
Daodin ai^d the Dhvanikara in the making. We 
cannot, therefore, start with the w'orks of those 
writers as the absolute beginnings of the science, 
although with them we enter upon the historic and. 
the most creative stage of its existence. Taking this 
fact into consideration, we may presume wdthont 
dc^matising that the Alamkara-sastra started as a 
separate technical discipline from about the commonce- 
ment of the Christian era and probabably flourish- 
ed in a relatively developed form in the 5th .and 
^6th centuries A.D. The course of this development 
is unfortunately hidden from us, until it emerges in a 
more or less self-conscious form in some chapters of 
Bharata and in the K&ppdlarfiMra of Bh9>maha. 



II BHARAT A 

( 1 ) 


Although ludiau traditioxx glorihen l^harata, the 
reputed author of the Nuiya-mstra, with the title 
of muni aud places him iu Ji mythic ago, the widest 
])ossible divergeixec of opioioxx exists among scholars 
as to his actual date ; axid he has beeix variously 
assigixed to periods ranging froxii the 2nd century B.C . 
to the 2ixd cexxt ury A.D ..^ That he is the oldest 
writer oxx draixxaturgy, music and kindred subjects, 
whose work has survived, is generally admitted; but 
at the same time the question arises as to how far 
the extant vex’sioxx of his work represents his original 
text. As there ax’e indications that it has been 
subjected to considerable x^ehandlings in later times 
before it assumed its present shape, this question 
has an important bearing on the date of the 
supposed author. 

T^here are several passages iu the present-day 
text which probably thx'ow some light on this pi'ocess 

1 Regnaud in Annalcs du Mus. Guiniet ii p. 66, also 
introd. to Grosset’s ed. : Pischel in GgA, 1885, pp. 763 f ; 
P. R. liliandarkar in TA xdi, pp. 157 f j H. P. Sastrl in JASB 

V p. 352 f ; Stcn Konow in Ind. Drama p. 2 ; Rapson in art. 
on Indian Drama in Encyclop. of Religion and Ethics, vol. 

V p. 886. 
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of gradual interpolation and recasting. Thu curious 
colophon at the end in the Kavyainala editicm. which 
appears to have puzzled its editor, designates the 
latter portion of the work as Nandi-bharata. ^ Rico 
mentions^ a work called Nandi-hharata on music ; 
while a chapter, apparently from a work on dramatic 
gesture, is referred to as naiidibharatoktci-samkara- 
iKMtddhyaya in a manuscript of a treatise on music 
and abhinaya, noticed in Madras Catalogue no. 13009. 
These works, probahly late compilations, refer to 
Nandi or Nandikesvara, whom tradition acknow- 
ledges as an ancient authority on musics and histrionic 
art^. This designation, therefore, of the latter part 
of Bharata’s text, a part of which deals, among other 
things, with music, probably implies that it was 
compiled or recnist at some later period in accordance 
with the views of Nandikesvara. The last chapter, 
to which this colophon is appended, also contains a 
prediction that the j-est of the topic will be treated 


1 saimptak c'l’ij’aiH \gya>ithalf\ nnndibharata-samglta-pusta- 
kam. 

2 Mysore and Coorg Catalogue , p. 292. 

3 See above p. 2 fn. Similarly we hear of a work called 
Mataugabharata by Laksmana hhaskara, which apparently 
sets forth the views of Matahga, who is another old authority 
cited by Sarhgadeva and his commentator, and by Singa- 
bhupala (i 51). It appears that the term bharata in course 
of time came to mean the dramatic art generally, as it also 
came to mean the actor ; and Raghavabhatta on Hakuntati 
expressly refers to ddt-bharata, by whom he means our 
author, in contra-distinction to these later bharatas. 
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in detail by Kohala^ (who apparently belonged to the 
same school®), plainly showing that the rewriting of 
the portion in question was done some time after 
Kohala, as well as Nandikesvara, had spoken on the 
subject. Nandikes varans date is unknown ; but 
Kohala, side by side with Bharata, is recognised as 
an ancient authority, as early as the end of the 8th 
century A. D., in Damodaragupta’s Kuttinlrfnatcb 
{sL 81). It is interesting to note in this connexion 
that Abhinavagupta, commenting on Bharata vi 
10, says^ that although natya is usually said to 


1 sesam prastafa-tantrena koJialah kathayi^yati (emended 
for kolahalali kathi^ayti in the text), xxxvii i8. 

2 see xxxvii 24. Kohala is cited as one of his sources 
by Sarhgadeva ( 1 . i. 15) ; and Hemacandra, with reference 
to the classification of the different species of the drama, 
says : prapaficas tu bharata-kohalo^di'hastrebhycfvagantavyali 
(p- 329 J also p. 325). ^ingabhupala (i 51) acknowledges him 
as an authority on the drama and allied arts. A work on 
music called Tala-lak^ana^ probably a late compilation, is 
attributed to him (Aufrecht i 130b, IOC 3025,3089 ; Madras 
Cat, 12992 with a Telegu comm.), and a Kohatlya Abhinaya* 
mstra, purporting to embody his views, is also entered in 
the last named catalogue (with a Telegu comm. no. 12989). 
Another work on music, entitled Dattila-kohaPiya^ is men- 
tioned by Burnell p. 6Db, apparently a compendium of the 
opinions of Kohala and Dattila (or Dantila), who is mentioned 
by Damodaragupta («/. 123), and cited as an old authority 
by ^arngadeva (I. i. 16) and his commentator Kallinatha 
(P* 49 )> by ^iugabhupala (i 5 1), as well as in various works 
on music (Peterson iv p. 43 extr. ; ABod 199b ; 201a). 

3 abhinaya-trayam gltatodye ceti paficddbgam natyam 

anena tu hlokena kohalddi'matenaikadas&ngapvam ucyate. 
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consist of five aiigas, the enumeration of eleven 
aiigas in the text is in accordance with the view 
of Kohala and others, to whose opinions the 
commentator makes many other incidental refer- 
ences. It is likely, therefore, that between Bharata’s 
original work and its^^ existing version, there came 
“Kohala and others” whose views found their way 
into the compendium, which goes by the name of 
Bharata and which indiscrirninating posterity took as 
genuine and unquestionable. 

The process <jf incorporation must have occurred 
Very early and was apparently complete by the end 
ol the 8th century, when the work assumed more or 
less its present shape. Udbliafa, about this time, 
actually appropriates (iv 4) the first-half of the verse 
vi 15 of the Ndtya-sastra, and makes only enough 
verbal change in its second-half to admit santa as the 
ninth ra,s(X in the category of eight recognised by 
Bharata.^ Abhhiavagupta, who commented on the 

I It may be noted that Abhinavagupta, immediately 
after the passage cited above, goes on to say : nanu bharate 
tat-samgrfntasydpt piinar atroddemnirde'se caitat krawa-vyaty- 

asanddUyudbhatah, neti lollatah :..vayam tvatra 

tattvam agre vitanmydma itydstam tZvat (on Bharata vi lo). 
This difference of opinion between Udbhata and Lollata on 
a question of textual interpretation supports our conclusion 
that Udbhata was probably familiar with the text of Bharata, 
as Abhinava knew it and as it has come down to us. It is 
not clear, however, if this evidence is sufficient to confirm the 
tradition, recorded by Sarngadeva (I. i. 19), that Udbhata 
was one of the early commentators on Bharata. Abhinava 
himself refers to Lollata, ^ankuka aud Bhatta Nayaka as 
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existiug text at the eud of the 10th century, himself 
mentions several other previous commentators, of 
whom Lollata and Saukuka in all probability belonged 
to the 8th and the 9th centuries. These indications 
will make it clear at any rate that tlie text existed 
in its present form in the 8th century A. D., if not 
earlier. 


^ 2 ) 


We have, on the other hand, the tradition as 
well as the statement of Eha vabhuti. who refers to 
to the 

kara^, that Bharata’s work existed o riginally in 
the sTitra-iovm, which is also made likely by, Papini' s 
early reference to such naf/i-filttraii \\\ his own 
ti me. Reminiscences of the style may indeed 

be presumed in the Nftfyn-mHra vi and vii, which 
deal with rasa and bhava ; for in cli, vi we find a 


the principal commentators whose views he sometimes 
thought worth refuting in detail, ^arhgacleva omits from 
his list Bhatta Nayaka but adds Udbhata, as well as one 
Kirtidhara who apparently flourished after Abhinava 
(vyakkyaiaro bhlrafiye loUatpdbhata-haiikukUh, j bhattdbhinava- 
guptas ca srlmat-kirtidharo’ parah). Abhinava also cites 
Rahula (or Rahala) and Bhatta Yantra, but it is not clear 
whether they were also commentators on Bharata. Sarfiga- 
deva mentions Rahula elsewhere as one of his authorities, 
apparently on music (cf Heraacandra p. 316). 

I Uttara-carita, ad iv 32 (ed N. S. P., 1906, p. 130) 
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dictum^ on the genesis of rasa, put in the concise 
form of a sutra, to the elucidation of which, after the 
manner of a bhasya or vrtti, the rest of the chapter 
(written in prose with verse-quotations) is apparently 
devoted. It should also be noticed that a prelimin- 
ary explanation is added at commencement of the 
chapter to reconcile this curious portion of the text 
with the rest of the work, ^harata^ \^_are told, 
being requested by the sages, elcpTains the character- 
isties of a sanigraha, karika, and mrnkta, and 
incidentally gives an illustration of a sutra-^mniha 
By putting a part of the text in that form.) This 
discussion of the nature of a samgraha, ^iirika, ni- 
rukta and sUra would not have been relevant to 
the subject in hand but for this flimsy explanation, 
which, however, affords a device, far-fetched 
as it is, to introduce into the -^ar^M-text 
some vestiges of the older sw^m-form. It is not 
maintained that a 5w^ro&-text is necessarily older 
than a text in the kaT%ka~^ovvk\*, for in our 5'/?^m-text 
itself there are quotations in the vrtti of amihaddha 
or amva'irisya slokas, betokening the existence 
of earlier teachings on the subject, and disproving 
at the same time the orthodox belief that Bharata 
was the earliest teacher of the rntya-veda But if 
the tradition that Bharata s original work was com- 

I tatra i^^bhavanubhava-vyabhicUri-saynyogUd rasa- 
mapattil}, ed. Grosset p. 87, 1. 8 ; ed. Kavyamala p. 62, 1. 6. 
This dictum is cited as a suira by all later writers, including 

Abhinavagupta, and presumably by his predecessors Lollata 
and others. 
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posed in the 6-«^m-form be accepted, then this por- 
tion of the existing version may be. presumed to 
have been a survival of the original form. 

If we get the lower limit to the date of Bharata’s 
work at 8th century A.D., the other limit is 
very difficult to settle, when we consider that there 
were apparently two versions, one based on the 
other. But it is not clear what weight should be 
placed on the testimony of Bhavabhiiti; fox If in 
the first (quarter of the 8th century Bharata was 
known to him as a it is not intelligible 

how at the end of the same century, Udbhata 
makes use of Bharata’s \Mrlka, and Lollata.,_,aiid 
others, immediately following, apparently comment 

'^hor t space of less than 
is not enough to obliterate '’airs%ns 
of the older version and replace it entirely wilffi a 
%di^5-^^^t,Iiwhich, to aril intents and purposes, 
is taken as tlic only authoritative version in later 
times, and in which, strangely enough, we find still 
lingering traces of the earlier srfira-text. The only 
po.ssible explanation of Bhavabhuti’s reference is 
that the historical Bharata, who was the sutra-kara 
on the three arts of daneiim, singing and instrumental 
music, had already, in phavab hfiti’s tiine^ beco me 
the mythical Bharata ; for the. passage 
in the TJttara-carita gives an obviously mythical 

the mouthofLava, that 

ValmlU, having composed his story of Mama, gave 
it to bhagavanJS)h&,vdka)^hQ mtra-hara on the three 
arts and apparently the natydoarya of the gods) who 
revised it and got it acted through celestial nymphs. 
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But this does not exhaust all our textual difficulties. 
Independent«prose-passages also survive, in the midst 
of karikas, in chs. xvii, xxviii, xxix, xxxi and xxxiv, 
which, forming an integral part of the text, cannot be 
taken as mere vftti, but which resemble, in some 
respects, the prose sw?’^i-fragments or, more closely, 
the prose-fragments in the recently published Bhela- 
samhita. Again, the annbaddha or anuvarj^a ilokas, 
referred to above, correspond to the parikara- or 
samgraha-Slokas in later writings, and certainly indi- 
cate the probability of earlier speculations on the sub- 
ject. These verses are generally taken from two 
distinct sources, for some of them are in ari/d while 
others are in anustup metre. 

^rom the facts adduced above, we ar^Ljconfront- 
ed “with the problem of the inter-relation .of these 
apparent survivals in our text, which contains vestiges 
of (1) independent prose-fraginencs (2) ampajmyct 
ilokas in dryd, and anustup metres and sUtra- 
hhdsya style, as well as ( 4 ) the present systematic 
karikds. We have no room to dilate upon 
this point, but an examination of these passages 
will reveal that these different styles do not belong 
to the same period, but they probably , indicate 
several stages in the growth of particular ^or®s_of 
composition of dramaturgic works in general, each 
stage betraying its own partiality towards a 
particular ibrm^Taking the present karikd’iQxt as 
the starting point, we find in it traces of an earlier 
SMtra-bhasya style, of which it is presumably a 
recast. In the sutra-bhdiya, again, there are 
fri^ments of metrical quotations, which indicate, in 
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their turn, another and still earlier AoriM-stage ; 
while the independent prose-fragments perhaps 
represent the earliest form taken by such technical 
treatises. W e can, T^ere^fore, distinguish in their 
order of development^'''(Tj~ a stage of prpse-treg,tises 
(2) a tentative period of iSriiarvcriting 

(^) the final period of compilation of 
compgpjdiuins, which reverts again to the l^j ri hdr 
fo rm. This conclusion perhaps finds some support 
in *tIIerepetition, more or less, of a similar pheno- 
menon in the sphere of the Dharma-sastra, the Artha- 
sastra, the Vaidya-sastra and prol)ablythe Ka-nia-sastra. 
The loss of earlier tentative treatises makes it difficult 
to dogmatise ; but if this conclusion is (correct generally, 
then our text may be supposed to contain remnants of 
§Jl these styles and forms. It is not argued here that 
^harata'a work itself passed through all these ..giages 
or_ forms, from a rudimentary prose -version, inta .. a 
systematic metrical raanua^ but our text contains 
enough to betray the existence of previous 
speculations in prose and in verse, as well as indicate 
the fact that it might have i tself been once writt en 
i n the sM ra- bhmya form^ recast, with 

consider.ahl§,, additions from other sources, into a 
convenient metrical compendium. 


1 This conclusion does not apply to the more or less 
imitative periods after the lOth century in which we find 
the karika and the iuMr-style, existing almost side by side 
e. g. we find in the respective works of Mammata and 
Ruyyalca. 
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( 3 ) 

Taking the substance of the work, apart from the 
vexed question of different versions, the portion of the 
Naiya-smtra, which deals principally withjnusic, has 
been conjectured ^ on internal evidence to have 
been compiled about the 4th century A. D. ; and 
it may appear likely that the other portions were 
also put into their present shape about t he sa me time. 
Pisehei's argument, however, on the date of the work, 
derived from the reference to Pahlavas in a text of 
such composite character is of doubtful value in 
determining the (juostion finally ; but it ptirb aps makes 
it probable that the upper limit of its date cannot 
be put too early. On the other hand, B.aghavabhatta 
on ^akuntala^ and Vasudeva on KarpTira-mcmjarl^ 
quote one Matrgupt^carya as a writer on dramaturgy ; 
and Sundaramis'ra in his Natya-pradlpa (dated 1613 
A.D.), commenting on Bharata’s remarks on nandl, 

says asya vyakhyZtne mutryuptdcdryaih iyam 

udahvtdb^. This has been taken by Levi to iiqply 
that Matrgupta wrote a vydkhyana or commentary on 
Bharata, and that, assuming him to be same as the poet 
who lived under Harsa-vikramhditya {Baja-tarang. 

1 I A xii p. 158 f. 

2 ed. N. S. P., 1922, pp. 5,6, 7, 8, 9, 13, 15, 20, 57, 62, 
74, no, 123, 126, 15 r, 154, 199 etc. 

3 ed. N. S. P., 1900, p. 5 ; cf Aufrecht i 448a. 

4 quoted in IOC iii p. 347. This Mat^upta is also cited 
by Ranganatha on VikramdrvaSl (dated 1656 A. D., see AFl 
i44) ed. N. S. P., 1914, p. 5. 
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iii 125-252), we get in him a very early commentator 
on Bharata. But this evidence does not appeal to he 
conclusive ; for our Matrgupta, as R5ghavabhatta’s 
oroluse quotations shew, probably wrote an indepen- 
Icut metrical work on dramaturgy, in which he might 
tiave in the usual course commented on Bharata’s pre- 
cepts ; and the word vyakhyana need not be construed 
bo mean a commentary. This author, cited only by 
late commentators, is thei’efore to be distinguished 
froin the poet of that name ; and probably he belongs 
to comparatively recent times, being certainly 
unknown to Abhinavagupta, Dhanika and other older 
writers. But he must be earlier than ^rngadeva 
(beginning of the 13th century) who -mentions him in 
his work as an authority on music. 

We are in a position, however, to infer that the 
.substance .of Bharata’s work is probably much older 
than that of Bhamaha^,who may be assigned tb, the 
last quarter of the 7th century. Bhamaha, itt his 
t reatm ent ot poetic figures {kcwydlamkaras), groups 
them in a curious but suggestive way, which probably 
indicates the diflPerent periods in the growth” and 
multiplication of such figures At the outset, he 
names and defines only five poetic figures (ii 4), fe- 


I Besides showing himself conversant with some thCttry 
of rasa (ii 281, 283 f), Dandin mentions the dramaturgic 
technical terms sandhi, anga, vrtti and lakffana and refers 
to agamantara for their discussion (ii 366). 

2' Cf Jacobi in Sb. der Pfeitss, Ahad. xxiv (rgaw) pp. 
320 f. 


5 
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cognised, as he says, by other writers, viz., amipr&sa, 
yamaka, riipaka, dlpaka and upavm. This represents 
the first stage ; but in course of time, six other 
figures appear to have been added, and Bhamaha 
mentions and deals with them next in ii 66. Then he 
goes on to enumerate, two (or three, including 
svabhavokti) more figures admitted by writers like 
Medhavin (ii 88), who also appears to have dealt 
with tipama etc. (ii 40). Finally, Bhamaha defines 
and illustrates a further long list of twenty-three 
more figures in a separate chapter (hi 1-4). The 
differentiation and multiplication of poetic figures 
with the progress of speculation is a familiar fact in 
Alamkara literature, and the way in which Bhamaha 
successively enumerates and groups these figures 
probably shows that to the original five mentioned by 
him at the outset, others were added in course of time 
as the study itself advanced. Now B harata, in his 
treatment of alam,kdras, names (xvi 41) only four 
such figures known to him, viz., yamaka, rwpaka, 
dlpaka and upamZi. These four in reality correspond 
to the five_ mentioned by Bhamaha ; {ov anuprasa may 
be taken as falling in the same class as yamaka, the 
one being vanidbhyasa and the other padabliyasa. At 
the same time the very fact anuprasa is thus differen- 
tiated from yamaka may indicate further refinement 
in the analysis of these poetic figures. It is clear, 
therefore, that Bharata’s work belonged to a period 
when the number of figures had not yet multiplied ; 
and one, if not more, stages must have intervened 
between it and Bhamaha’s Kdvydlarrikara in which 
the number had already swelled into nearly forty in 
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all. ^ To this intermediate stage belonged MadhSvin 
and others, whom Bhamaha cites, and the loss of 
whose work makes it difficult for us to trace the 
development thus indicated by Bharaalia. 

There are also indications that Bliarata’s teach- 
m^_are. probably older tl\an Elalidiisa, who general- 
ly adheres to Bharata’s dramaturgies prescriptions®. 
Kalidasa refers to Bharata as the mythical naty&~ 
carycb } but apart from this, it may be pointed out 
that while Bharata ignores Mahfirastrl as one of 
Prakrits used in the drama, it is well known that 
in Sanskrit dramatic works, including those of 
Kalidasa, Prakrit verses are in IMaliarastrl and the 
prose-parts are in ^auraseul and otlior allied Prak- 
rits. In Ragim xix 30, again, Kalitlasa speaks of aiiga- 
sattm-mcandsraya nrtga, which, as Mallinatha 
rightly points out, agrees with Bharata’s dictum 
samanydbhinayo nama jneyo oagahga-sattvajah^ . 

1 By the end of the 6th and beginning of the yth 
century, Bhafcti illustrates as many as 38 different species 
of poetic figures, indicating that the process of refinement had 
proceeded very far indeed even in his time. 

2 The discovery of the dramas, ascribed to Bhasa, does 
not invalidate this argument for it is possible that they 
follow a tradition or a system of opinion of which all traces 
are now lost, and the date of Bhasa itself is uncertain. 

3 The Amara-kosa only mentions Hihgika and sattvika 
abhinaya. This lexicon, which is said to have been trans- 
lated into Chinese about 561-66 A. D. (see Nandargikar’s 
introd. to MegkwMta, 1894, p. 73), admits after Bharata 
the eight rasas, and explains some of the dramaturgic 
technicalities, giving three synonyms of the actor {hiiiBlin 
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The lower limit of the date of Bharata’s work, there - 
fore, can be provisionally shifted back to the foorth 
or fifth century A.D., while it is almost certain that 
it existed in its present shape in the 8th century 
.V.D. The upper limit cannot be put too early, 
because of the mention mkm, yaiiaitas, i>ahlava>i 
and other tribes, and ]irobab]y does not jj^o beyond 
the oonimenceinent of the (.Hiristian era. It is difll- 
(iult to settle the relative age ot the mtra and the 
/■ari/l^rt-texts ; but if the tendency towards uTitra-bhasya 
style may be presumed to have been generally 
prevelant in the last few centuries B.C., then the sus- 
pected SM^ra-text of Bharata belongs apparently to 
this period^. It was certainly much earlier than 
the present karika-text, in which Bharata already 
apn^rs as a mythical sage as an expounder of the 
n^if<$-veda. 

krsMvin and bharata) from the names of the three well-known 
teachers on dramaturgy. Panini refers to the formation of 
the first two terms, but not that of the third ; but this silence 
of the grammarian does not prove anything. The Jaina 
Atyuogadarasutta (ed. N. S. P. 1915, fol. 134- 145, also quoted 
in Weber ii 3 , pp. 701-02) which, Winternitz thinks, was 
probably put together by the middle of the 5th century, 
mentions nine rasas, which, however, have hardly any 
reference poetic or dramatic rasas ; but the enumeration is 
interesting from the inclusion of prammta (not mentioned 
by Bharata), apparently from religious motives. 

I It will be shown later that the tradition that Bharata 
was the author of a Kavya-laksartM, which forms in substance 
of the k^ikorvetse^ of Mammata’s Kav-. prak., is entirely 
maiMMOus, as is also the statement made use -<^by tAvl 
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( 4 ) 

TEE COMMENTATORS ON BEAR AT A 

The names (if the reputed as well as actual com- 
mentators on Bharata mentioned by Abhinavagupta 
and Sanigadeva are: 

1 IJdbhata'f 

2 Lollata 
Sahkuka 

4 Bhatta Nayaka 

5 Rahala or Rahula 

6 Bhatta Yantra ? 

7 Abhinavagupta 

8 Kirtidhara 

!) Matrgupt&carya '( 

Of these, we have already discussed the un- 
authenticated or doubtful names marked here with an 
interrogation.^ Of Kirtidhara we know nothing. _No 
commentary on Eharnta exists today except tha,l;pf 
Abhinavaoup ta. which. voluminon 5 i,as it is, cert.ainly 
deserves to be published. 


that these kunkas are abridged from the Agni-purana. 
Somadeva in his Yamstilaka ("959-60 A. D.j refers, indeed, 
to a bharata-pranlta kavyadhyaya ("Peterson ii p. 45^ which, 
considering Somadeva’s date, could not have alluded to 
this tradition of Bharata’s authorship of Mammata’s kartkas, 
but possibly, from the terms of reference, to ch. xvi of the 
Natya-kastra, which deals with katn^dlamkaras and gunas 
as embellishments of the dramatic speech. 

I see above p. fn 
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LOLLATA AND SANKUKA 

Lollata and SaAkuka are known definitely as 
commentators on Bharata not only from Abhinava- 
gupta’s references to them as such, but als o fro m 
numerous other writers following him To 
^ahkuka, who is also cited as ^aAku, are also ascribed 
several Verses in the anthologies of ^arhgadhara, 
Jalha:^a and Vallabhadeva®, which indicates that 
there was also a poet of the same name. Kalha^ia 
ijaentions (iv 703-5) a poet ^ahkuka and his poem 
Bhuvandbhyudaya. The reference is to the time of 
Ajitapida, whose date is given as 813^ by Cunning- 
ham and as 816 A.D. by S.P. Pandit. If our ^anku- 
ka is identical with this poet, then he may be 
assigned to the first quarter of the 9th century. As 
to the date, of Lollata, we have no materials to decid e, 
but all later citations agree in supporting the tradi- 
tion that he was earlier than Sahkttka, whos e the ory 
.on rasa is said to have been directly levelled _against 
that of Lollata. Judging from his name, Lollata was 
probably a Kasmirian ; and if any chronological infer- 
ence may be drawn from Abhinavagupta’s reference 
to an opinion of the Kasmirian TJdbhata being 


1 e. g. Mamata Kav. prak. ad 'w 87 (cd. H. S. .S. 
1917) ; Hemacandra p. 67 comm., p.215 : Tnralu pp. 85, 88 ; 
Govinda in Pradipa ad\v 5, p. 63. etc. 

2 in the first two, .^nkuka is called the son of May ur.i, 
who is identified by some with the author of the 
‘eatakat a contemporary of Baija. 
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controverted by Lollata^^, he may have been later 
than or contemporaneous with Udbhata, whose latest 
date is 813 A. D. Thes ejiypothetical iacts^^ie. jxs 
the.„. curious conclusion that TTdbhat^ Lolla^ and 
^ahkuka were iir,aba:bly contempo raries _ or _liyed 
sufficiently near one another in point of time. ® 

BHATTA NAYAKA 

Besides refevrin" to him as a eominentator on 
Bharata, Abliinavagupta {Locana [). 27). as Well as 
Jayaratha (p. 9}, (juotos under the name of Bhatta 
NSyaka a A erse mbda-praAIumyam Mritya, which 
He maca l^rir (p. 4) gives as a quotation from a work^ 
e ntit led Hfdaya-darpma, Avhich is also cited without 

t 

( 

\ 

and also indicates the probable source of the quota- 


1 The passage is cited above p. 26 footnote. 

2 The theory of rasa advocated by Lollata probably 
obtained in the schools before he definitely formulated it 
and became its first noted champion ; for Abhinava in his 
commentary on l^harata (ch. vi, the same passage utilised 
later by Hemacandra, Comm. p. 57, 11. 18-19) says that Dandin 
in his idea, of rasa follows the same view. Unless we 
presume Lollata’s priority to Dandin, \ve should take tliis 
passage to indicate that this theory, or a dogma similar to 
it, had already been known to Dandin, even before Lollata 
brought it into prominence. It may also be noted that 
lollata is also taken by most later writers (e. g. Hemacandra 
p. 21$, Mammata pp, 225 f; Mahimabhattia p. 27 etc) as 
as what is technically known as clii^hi^vyipararv^n with 


author by Jd^ahimabha^^^ and Jiis 
This makes it prolmble that some lost 


^om montat grJi 

vork of Bhutt a Nily aka’s probably bore that titl^ 
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tion which occurs immediately before the verse in 
question in Abhinayagupta. It ife, however, not clear 
wliether this Hrdaya-darpaua is in reality his lost 
commentary on Bharaia, Mahiiuabhatta's anonymous 
commentator tells us that this Hrdaya-darpanay like 
the Vyakti’viveka, was composed with the special 
object of demolishing the dhvani-theory formulated 
by Anandavardhana ^ ; and this statement may 
explain why Abhinavagupta, the great champion of 
the dhvard-t\ieoYy, takes so much pains to contro- 
vert Bhatta Nayaka's views in his Locana as well as 
in his Abhinava-bhdratl. This also adds a signi- 
ficance to the fact that Mahimabhatta, who had a 
similar object of combating the dhvani-^^OYy^ claims 
entire originality for his own treatment, boasting that 
he had never looked in the Darpana at alP. The 
citations from the Hvdaya-darpana also indicate 


reference to the controversy about the function of abhidha ; 
for he is said to have maintained that the primary function 
of Denotation of a word is so far-reaching that it is 
competent in itself to express all other implied or suggested 
sense. The Mimamsakas and grammarians had already 
discussed the question of abkidha ; but it must not be 
forgotten that several attempts to explain the fact of 
suggested sense {dhvani) obtained before the Dhvanikara 
himself. It is probable that Lollata was one of those who 
offered one of the several early solutions to the question, 
alluded to in the first verse of the Dhvanydloka. 

1 darpano h f'daya-darpandkhyo dhvani^dvmysa- 

granthak p. i, explaining the pun in the word darpana 
used by Mahiman in i 4. 

2 ad^ ^t/j^dafpana mama d/nh: i 4. 
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that it was probably composed iu a metrical form, 
and apparently never took at all the shape ' of a 
prose, commentary . 

I A c areful examination of the very Jew' passages 
a])[)arently referring to this work will shew that the 
topics dealt with in it centre round the question 
of dhvani in poetry, in correlation with the theory 
of rasa intimately connected therewitli^ Abhinava, 
for instance, while discussing the verse bhama dham- 
mia oisattho, which is given by Anandavardhana 
as an instance of suggestion with an expressed injunct- 
ion implying a prohibition, refutes Bhaffa Nayaka’s 
opinion as to this negative implication. In another 
place, Abhinava criticises the significance attached 
by Bhatta Nay aka to the word aham in the verse 
aita ettha nimajjai, which is discussed by Ananda- 
vardhana as an example of suggestion of a contrary 
kind where the expressed prohibition implies an in- 
junction. It is evident from these references that 
Bhatta Nayaka’s work, like Mahimabhatta s, was 
designed not merely as a refutation of the general 
theory of dhcani, but also as a special attack on 
■Vnandavardhana’s exposition of the same. To take a 
minute point, the Dhvanikara in i 13 uses the verb 
oyahktah in the dual number with a special object in 
view, as Anandavardhana’s ( as well as Abhinava’s ) 
explanation rightly indicates. Bhatta Nayaka seems 
to have attacked this use of the dual number, upon 
which Abhinavagupta remarks : bhatta-m,yakena yad 
dvi-vacanani dti^itani tad gc0a-tdmUikayavva.^ 

I Mahimabhatta also refers (p. 19) to this discussion, 
quoting these words of Abhinava from the Locana, 

6 
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It is ' apparent, therefore, that the Hfdaya- 
dctrpaiia was not a commentary on Bharata, but a 
THetrical treatise in the dnmiup metre, dealing with 
the question of dhvani, and incidentally with the 
question of rma-dJwani. No doubt, Abhiuava in liis 
own commentary on Bharata, as well numerous other 
later writers taking their cue from Abhinava, criticises 
at some length Bhafta Na-yaka’s theory of rasa, along 
with those of Lollata and Sahkuka and ivith special 
reference to Bharata’s ]iarticular sTitra on the sub- 
ject ; yet Bhatfa Nayaka is nowhere mentioned direct- 
ly as a commentator on the same text.t It is probable 
that Bhatta Njlyaka’s peculiar theoiy of rasa (which, 
however, bears a resemblance to Abhiuava’s own) 
called for a special refutation in the hands of this 
champion of tlie dAwa«'i-tlieory, because Bhafj a 
Nayaka denied the expressive function of dhoani and 
attempted to explain the concept by postulating the 
function of bhogtkaram. But there is no definite 
indication to shew that this theory of msa, being a 
corrollary to Bhatta Nayaka’s general theory of 
expression, was not incidental to his main thesis, 
directed towards the demolition of the new idea of 
the dhvani and establishment of another explanation 
of the fact of Suggestion {dhvani). This may be the 
reason why Sarhgadeva, in his enumeration of 
Bharata’s commentators before his time, omits the 
name of Bhatta Nayaka. ^ 

I See p, 26-27 above, footnote. Similarly Ruyyaka, wliilc 
reviewing the different systems which obtained before his 
time, mentions Bhatta Nayaka not a.s a commentator but 



BHARATA 


43 


There can hardly be any doubt that Bhatt^ 
Najaka was familiar with the,.i ext of the I)1 iiianvd~ 
loha, including Annndn.vnrdbnnfi.’« ii^m, nnr] 
therefore, be placed in a period later than the date of 
Anandavardhana. Tliis conclusion is supported by the 
statement of Jayaratha (p. 12) that Bhatta Nayaka 
lived after the Dhvanikilra, by whom Jayaratha, like 
many other later writers, invariably means Ananda- 
vardhana without distinguishing him from the so- 
called Dhvanikara. On the other hand, jhe oldes t 
writer to cite Bhatta Nayakaj is Abhinavagu^ta, 
from whom ho does not appear to be chronologically 
very distant. Bhatta Nayaka, therefore, flourished 
between the last quaider of the 9th century and the 
last quarter of the 10th ; and it will not be wrong if 
we assign him to the end of the 9th century and the 
beginning of the 10th. This date makes it likelv 
that he is identical, as Peterson suggested, with the 
Bhatta Nayaka who is mentioned by Kalhapa (v 159) 
as having flourished in the reign of Sahkaravarman, 
son and successor of Avantivarman of Kasmir. 

ABHINAVAGUPTA 

Although Abhinavagupta contented himself with 
the writing of commentaries in the field of Sanskrit 
Poetics, his works have almost the value of indepen- 
dent treatises for their profound erudition and critical 
acumen, and deserve a separate treatment. As his 

a.s an independent author who advocated a new system in 
common with other explanations of the (ihvani-ihtoty 
(p. 9, ed. Kavyamala). 
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reputation in Poetics rests on his exposition of the 
efAiJawi-theory, it will be better to take him up in 
connexion with the Dlivanikara and Anandavardhana. 

BlULIOGRArilV 

Editions, (i) Kavyamala 42, 1894 (adhyayas 1-37) (2) Traitt* 
de Hharata siir le theatre, Texte Sanskrit, edition 
critique par Joanny Grosset, precedec d\ine preface 
de Paul Regnaud, Tome i, premiere partie, Paris 
1898 (ch. I -14), dans Annales de TUniversite dc 
Lyon (3) Adhyayas 18, 19, 20, 24 published 
by F. Hall in his edition of the Damfupaka in 
Bibl. Ind. Calcutta 1865 (4) Adhyaya 28 in 
Contribution h Tetude de la musique hindoue par 
J. Grosset, Paris 1888, dans Bibl. de la Faculte des 
Lettres de Lyon, vol. 6 (5) Le i/me chapitre 
du Bharatiya Natyasastra, public par P. Regnaud 
dans Annales du Musee Guimet I (1880) (6) La 
Metrique de Bharata, Text Sanskrit de deux cliapi- 
ties du Natyasastra par P. Ragnaud, dans Annales 
dll Musee Guimet 11 (1881) (7) Textes Sanskrits 

des 6me et 7me chapitres, dans Rketoriqtie Sanskrite 
per P. Regnaud, Paris 1884. 

Mss. Aufrecht i 284b, 396a, ii 6ib iii 6ia ; Madras Cat. 
12999-13001. 

Note. In addition to authorities already cited, see Heymann in 
GN 1874 pp. 86f. ; Sten Konow, Zur Fmkgeschichte des 
indischen Theaters^ Miinchen 1917, pp. io6f. Works 
and articles on the origin and history of the Indian 
drama are number les and some of them make incidental 
references to Bharata and his work : for bibliography, 
therefore, see Schuyler, Bibliography of the Sanskrit 
Draina^ Columbia 1906, which however is hardly 
exhaustive. 



ITT TTHAMAHA 

( 1 ) 


Till' earliest direct citatioii <if Bhiiiviaha in later 
Alamkara ITterature is to be I'ound in two passages 
in Anandavardhana’s vi'Ui on tlie Dlivanyd/loka (pp. 
39,207). The next interesting reference occurs in^ 
the corainentary of Pratlharendinaja, who informs 
us (p. 13) that his author Udbliata composed a work, 
presumably a commentary, on Bharnaha, which 
is described here as Blimnaha-uvaram. This 
statement is confirmed by Abhinavagupta {Locana 
pp. 10,40, 159, vivarmiakrt) and Hemachandra (Comm, 
pp. 17,110) ; while Kuyyaka cites the comment-arj' 
generally ns hfiamnhli/a vd/jknfa-laixam (j). 1 83) and 
Hamudrabandha diseribes it as iTteydlainkara-vivt'ti 
(p. 89). T he re are also nunoerous.. passages -in Ud- 
bhata s independent work, Kacy alamkara smiyraha, 
which unmistakably copy some of the definitions of, 
poetic figures directly from Bharnaha, and do not 
hesitate to repeat the very language of the earlier 
work^ . 

Vamana, Udbhata’s contemporary, also appeals 
to betray an acquaintance with BhSmaha’s text. 

I see, for instance, the definitions of the figures rasavat, 
atimybkti, sasamdeka, sahbkti, apahnuti, utpreksa,. yatha- 
smnkhya, aprastidapra^amsa pmyay^kta, ak^epa, vihhUvam, 
virodha and bHviha, 
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BhSmaha, for instance, defines the figure upama (ii 30) 

as virudhendpamanena upcmeymya yat samymi 

gtMjXJb-lesena sdpcma ; and Vamana seems to para- 
phrase this definition in the concise form of a sTttra 
npamanendpameyasya guna-lemtah samyam tipama 
(IV.2.1). ^ Again, speaking of effective implication 
{atUayamn arthah) to lie found in npama, Bhamaha 
lays down (ii 50) 

yasydtisayvan arthah kaihain sS’saonbhavo matah 

istam cdtUaydrthatvam tipamotpreksayor yathd. 
Reading together Vamana IV.2.20 21 {anupa- 

jmttir asai)ibliarah and na viruddho’timyah), we find 
that Vslmana is a]iparently repeating the samgs^ view 
anH in his vftti on the first sUtva, he adds upatndydii 
atUayasydstatmt , making it clear in the next s^tdre 
that an effective implication (atisaya), which is con 
tradictory, should be avoided. Vamana _als^ re- 
produces anonymously a verso of un unknown poet 
A^Ose name is gis en by Bhamaha (ii 46)__with the 
same virse as Sakhavardhana. Such repetition of 
views in more or less standardised phraseology in a 
technical treatise, or the quotation of the same illustra- 
tive verse in a similar context need not be taken as 
conclusive ; but Vamana, in his vrtti on V. 2.38, 
actually though not accurately quotes, a part of a 
verse from Bhamaha ii 27, and comments on the 
peculiar usage of the word hhahgnram employed 
therein. ® 

1 Cf Bharata xvi 41. 

2 The verse is quoted with Bhamaha’s name in Jaya- 
maogala on Bhatji x 21, and anonymously in the Va&rdkfi- 
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This will . justify us in placing Bhainaha ehrono- 
logi^U y b efore TJdbhata and Vam ana whoj as we 
shalj._see, flourished in the last (j^uarter of the StE 
century A.D., and will give us one terminus to the 
date of Bhamaha. 

With regard to the other terminus, coutroversji 
has been keen and busy. Pathak finds in the mentior 
of a npasdkara in Bhamaha vi 36 a clear reference 
to the Buddhist Jinendrahuddhi, author of a comment- 
ary (ed. Varendra Research Society) o]i the Kaiiha, 
and comes to the conclusion that “as the iiyasahara 
(meaning Jinendra) lived about 700 A.D., Bhamaha 
must be assigned to the 8th century”d Against this 
K. P. Trivedi lias demonstrated ® that the allusion 
to the opinions of the nyusakara cannot he taken as 
an unmistakable reference to Jinendrabuddhi’s views, 
and that the existence ol some other ityasfchams are 
also made probable by the citations of Madhava, as 
well as by a punning passage in Baiia s llansa-carita.^ 
Jacobi ^ has joined issue by adding a doubt on the 
correctness of the date assigned by Pathak to 
Jinendrahuddhi who, on the authority of Kielhom, 
was probably later than Haradatta (d. 878 A.D.). 

ilvita (along with other verses from Bhamaha,) and in Locana 
p. 40 anonymously. 

1 lA xli p. 232 ff, at p. 235 ; .'^cc al-so J RASBoin 
xxiii pp. 25-26, 

2 I A xlii pp. 204 f, and at pp. 260-1. 

3 kfia-guru-padanyasah (ed N. S. P. jj. y6), explained 
by ^arikara as krtbbhyasto guru-padc dtirbodha-kabde nyaso 
vrttir vwaranoyath. 

4 Sb. der Preuss. Akad. x^dv ( 1922 ) pp. 210-11. 
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No fresh light is thrown on the question by the 
conjecture^ that BhSmaha in i„4(2 refj^rs 

by his condemnation of the jpoei^a l de vice 
of employing clouds, among other things, as messengers; 
nor by Pathak’s other equally fanciful sup^si- 
tbu that Magha ii SCb refers „to Bhamaha i 16®. 
Nothing, again, is gained by the controversy over the 
question whether Bhamaha, the son of Rakrilagomin 
and worshipper of Sarva, was a Buddhist, as indicated 
by the opening and closing verses of his work.® 
Jacobi’s recent researches, however, have shown'* that 
^jiamaha has made consideriildj^use teachings 
pf Buddhist philosophers in ch. v, and that the upper 
limit to B-ljamaha’s date should be determined._with 
reference to that of Buddhist Dharmakirti, some of 
whose philosophical doctrines Bhamaha has utilised, 
even to the repitition of Dharmakirti’s actual phraseo- 
logy. JQiharraaklrti is jilaced by . Jaspj 3 jL.^^^tweeu 
the sojdanr^ -Indta of Uiuen. Tsang_aiid_I;diaisg 
XfiiSpectivejiy j[,§30:— 643 and 67^~6,9,.5 D.), as he is 

notk;n6wn to the former, while the latter refers to 
him among those of late years®. The' upper limit, 

1 Haricand, L' Art Poetique de PInde p. 77. 

2 But .see Datjdin • 10 ; Viimana I. i. i i^rtti) ; Rudrata 
ii I ; Anandavardhana p. 5, for the same idea of mbda 
and attha, as constituents of poetry. 

3 On this controversy, .see fRAS, 1905, pp. 535 f ; 
JRAS, 1908, pp. 543f ; Trivedi introd. to PraiUporudra ; 
Haricand in op. cit. p. 71 ; Brahmavadin 1911 etc. 

4 op, cit. pp. 3 II-I 3 . 

5 see Takakusu , ^ BuddJdst Relisiou, 1S96, 

p. 181, cfp. Iviii. Taranatha in his (tr. Schiefner 
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therefore, ofjB ^inaha’s date should be fixed at t he 
third quarter-xif thfiJth ce ntury A- D . 

This will place Bhamaha approximately in the 
period between the last quarter of the . 7 th an d the 
la st quart er of^8th..cen±ury ; and as it is probable that 
he might have been a younger ^^soatempurafy . of 
D harmak irti’a and also presumably lived some.., time 
before his commentator Udbhata, it will not be wrong 
rr wj place him towards the end .of the.. 7 th and the 
cumineucement of the 8th century A. D. 

(^) 

We have already discussed the relation which 
Bharata’s treatment of almnkaras might have borne to 
Bhamaha’s much fuller and later disquisition. What 
we find in Bharata constitutes the earliest specula- 
tion on the subject that we possess : but Bhamaha lum- 
self tells us that he had predecessors whose work he 
j^jparontly .utilised. While referring to these, prede- 
cessors (or contemporaries) generally as anye^, apare^ 
or kecit'^, Bhamaha cites twice by name one Medha- 

pp. 184-5) makes him a contemporary of the Tibetan king, 
Strong-bstan-sgam-po, who died about 650 A. D. Cf Kern, 
Manual of Indian Buddhism, p. 130. 

1 i 13, 34 ; ii 4, 57 ; iii 4 ; w 12 etc. 

2 i 14, IS, 31 ; ii 6, 8 ; iii 4 ; iv 6 etc. 

3 ii 2, 37, 93 ; iii 54 etc. He also cites one Rama- 

sarman in ii 19, but from ii 58 this author appears to be a 

poet The Rajamitra -cited in ii 45 appears from iii 10 to 
be a kavya. 
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via in ii 40,88. One of these passages is referred to 
by NamisSdhu on Rudrafa xi 24, where (as well as in 
two other places on i 2, ii 2,) the full name is given as 
Medhavirudra, which form also occurs in Rajasekhara 
(p. 12)^ . This writer, who was earlier than Bharaaha 
but probably later than Bharata, is also cited by 
Vallabhadeva on xi G. 

At one time it was believed on the indication 
given by the Jayamangala on Bhatti, that the alarp,- 
^:ara-chapters in that kiwi/a, especially canto x, was 
meant to illustrate the rhetorical teachings of 
Bhamaha in particular ; hut the date now assigned 
to Bhamaha will readjust his relation to Bhatti in a 
new light. Bhatti tells us in xxii 35 that he composed 
his poem in Valabhl rulctl over by l^rldharasena. ® It 
appears that no less than four ^rldharasenas ruled 
at Valabhl roughly between 550 and 650 A.D., of 
whom the last flourished, as his latest grant shows, 

1 Rajasekhara couples Medhavirudra’s name with that 
of Kumarada.sa and adds the information that he was a 
born-blind poet. The name does not constitute the names 
of two different poets, Medhavin and Rudra, as some writers 
unfortunately suggest, nor need we take it on the late 
authority of the Trikarula-»em as a name of Kalidasa. 

2 Jacobi in ZDMG Ixiv. 

3 kavyatn idam vihitam maya valabhyam / krldharasena- 
narendra-p(ilitayam. Jayamangala reads i<ndfiara-sunu- 
narendra° in the .second line, but this cannot be supported 
in view of the fact that we do lujt hear of any jirince of the 
name Narendra, son of Srldhara, in the list of Valabhl 
princes known to us. Mallin.atha and Bharatamallika do 
not comment on this verse. 
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in 651 A. D. Bhatti, therefore, at the latest, lived 
in the first half of the 7th centmy ; and if, as his 
editor concludes,^ he may I)e assigned to the end of 
the 6th and the beginning of the 7tli century, he 
was certainly older than Bhamaha by almost a 
century. Bhamaha probal)]y knew his work and 
therefore remarked, while dismissing verbal juggle- 
ries like 'prahelika (ii 20): 

kavyanyapi yadimuni vydkhya-gamydni mstravat 

utsavah sudhiydm eva hariUi durmedhaso hatah 
with a pointed reference to Bhatti’s self-boasting in 
xxii 34 : 

vyahhya-gnmyam idnm kZwyam utsavah sudhiyam 

alam 

hata durmedhasas cdsmin vidvat-p^iyataya mayd. 

The treatment of alamkdras in Bhatti may, there- 
fore, be presumed to supply one of the missing links 
in the history of rhetorical speculations anterior to 
Bhamaha. A remarkable coincidence of treatment, 
which probably started the theory of Bhafti’s appro- 
priation of Bhamaha’s teachings, is at once noticeable 
not only in the order, number and naming of the 
different poetic figures, but also in their respective 
characterisation ; but a detailed examination will at 
the same time shew that beneath this general agree- 
ment there are enough discrepancies which will indi- 
cate that neither of them follows scrupulously the 
views of the other. The agreement apparently shows 
that the two authors were not chronologically distant 
from each other by such a considerable length of time 


I ed, B, S. S. introd. p. xxii. 
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jfts might betoken a material difference in the number, 
order or definition of the poetic figures ; while the 
di^repancies may be reasonably explained asdndicat- 
ing that they did not probably draw from the same 
source. 

The special object of this particular canto in 
Bhatti being that of illustrating the various forms of 
poetic figures prevelant in his time, we may 
presume that it was probably based on a particular 
treatise on Alamkara to which the poet faithfully 
adheres. He mentions in all 38 such independent 
figures, along with .39 sub-species of some individual 
figures. He does not himself give the names of these 
figures, but they are indicated by the Jayamahgala, 
as well as in some MSS which apparently preserve 
the traditional nomenclature. These, with one trifling 
exception {uda)'a = udatta), correspond to f.he parti- 
cular names given to them in Bhamaha. As to the order 
or sequence of treatment, a comparative table will 
show that BhSmaha gives the first 23 figures (up to 
vUeadkii) Jn the same order as in Bhafti with the 
exception of the pairs, r%paha and dl}iaka, artMntara- 
wydaa and aksepa, which are given in an in versed 
order. The rest of the figures appears with a slightly 
different arrangement, because Bhamaha admits 
aprastuta-prasaimd omitted by Bhatti> and adopts a 
somewhat different order in mentioning the five 
figures here treated . in common, until we come to 
virodha. From here, again, the order is the same, ex- 
cepting that BhSmaha mentions bhdvika (which is 
separately illustrated in another canto by Bhatti) and 
Bhatti admits an unknown figure and adds 
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hetu which is expressly rejected by Bhamaha. As 
I, he exposition of Jayamahgla shows, Bhatti generally 
follows the definitions of Bhamaha, where the figures 
are common (even iii the cases of sub-species of these 
figures ^), with only a few exceptions. 

These exceptions, though few, are yet significant. 
They refer in particular to the figures yamaka (df 
which Bhatti mentions 20, while Bhftrnaha only 5 
sub-species), wpama (where the treatment of sub-species 
is slightly divergent), rTvpaka (of which the four sub- 
species of Bhatti do not correspond to the two of 
Bhamaha), aprminta-jprmmma omitted by Bhatti) 
and niptiiia omitted by Bhanmha. At the same time, 
Bhamaha mentions but rejects frahelika^ hetu, 
mlctma, lesa and vnrtta, of which Bhatti admits only 
hetn (probably as an after-thought) and mrtta. Bhatti 
does not locogniso Awhhavo}HJ__, wbicli is mentioned 
but apparently disfavoured by Bhamaha. It is jjossi- 
ble that Bhatti’s original ended naturally with SMs, 

I e. g. the figure aki^,epay of which the two sub-division.s 
ukta-vimya and vakyamUna-vi^aya are found in both 
Bhamaha and Bhatti, they being unaware of the different 
interpretation of Vamana and the somewhat fine differentia- 
tions of Dandin. The same '"remark applies to dlpaka and 
its three sub-species, which do not agree with the exposition 
of Bharata, Dandin or "Vamana. Cf also the three sub-species 
of viz. sahokti-nP itpantH-aP , and hetu-kl^ , illustrated 
by Bhatti and mentioned by Bhamaha in iii 17, although 
later writers, like Dandin and Udbha^a, speak of sU^ as 
coming with many other figures. Pratiharenduraja distinctly 
alludes to this division admitted by Bhamaha : bhUmaho hi 
"tat sab(>ktyupatm-hettt^irdehat trividham yatka" itiUi<p^sya 
traividhyatn Uka (p. 47), 
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as Bhamaha’s work itself does ; but he tacked on 
heiv, and nipima ^ as two supplementary figures 
popular in bis time. The bhaviha, which both 
BhSmaha and Dapdin call a prabandha-guna^ is illustrat- 
ed by Bhatfi in a separate canto (xii), entitled 
hhavihatva-pvadarsana. But by far the greatest 
divergence is noticeable in the treatment of the sub- 
species of yamaka, rnpaka and upama. No two 
writers are indeed agreed with regard to the treat- 
ment and,classification of yamaka, and Bhatti on this 
point is scarcely in agreement with any of the known 
writers on the subject, such as Bharata, Dandin 
Rudrata, the author of the Agni-purana and Bhoja 
among earlier authorities. Probably he is drawing 
from some old author whose work is not known to 
us ® In the classification <if rapaka. which Bham ahn, 
sub-divides into f^amastanaatu-visaya i\m\ ekadesa- 
vivarti, Bhatti seems to follow a different tradition, 
which mentions four sub-species, respectively designat- 
ed as kamalaka {nlsiAojmma-yiikia), avatamsaka 


1 This figure is included in udZra or udiUta by Jaya- 
mafigala, while Bharatamallika and Mallinatha take it as 
an illustration of preyas on the authority of Dandin and 
Devanatha (the latter probably a commentator on Mammata 
having the same name). 

2 The names of some of these sub-species of yamaka 

are now lost but for the naming of them in Bhatti, and later 
authors speak in altogether different terminology. Some of 
these are apparently preserved in Bharata, who mentions as 
many as ten sub-species, but in most cases they are differ- 
ently defined. For instance, ' the of Bhatti may be 

the same figure as defined by Bharata, but ^^ynkpida of 
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{ie^drthdnvavmita or khattda-rTipaka^), ardha- 
rii/paka and Jalamaka {anvarthopama-yukta). In 
the sub-species of upama, Bhatti ill ustrates u pamd 
with iva-axiA-yatha (in coiniuon with Bha maha) ; and 
his hiptopama and taddhitopama probably correspond 
to some extent tt> samasopama and upamcir'^\thrt>at 
mentioned by Bhamaha ; but Bhatfi does not illus- 
trate prativastiipama of Bhamaha nor does he refer, 
to nindo^, p>rammso^, dcikhyaso^ and malo^, criticised 
by Bhamaha but recognised by Daijdin®. At the 
same time, Bliatfi’s auho^ and scmwo^ liave nothing 
directly corres])on<ling to them in Bhamaha. 

It will be clear from this brief exposition that, 
leaving aside the sub-species, there is a general agree- 
ment between the treatments of Bhatti and Bhamaha 
with regard to the independent poetic figures. It 

Bhatti X 2 is called vikninta by Bharata and is known as 
sandatiUi in Rudrata. Similarly the pTuionta illustrated in x 
3 is called °aniredtta in Bharata ; while cakravala of Bharata 
is different from the figure so named in Bhatti and seems to 
coincide with the kMut of the latter, while the kuncl of 
Bharata is an altogether different sub-species It appears that 
names like vmta, mithuna, or vipatha cannot be traced in any 
of the existing works, but some of the kinds illustrated by 
Bhatti under these strange names may be found under differ- 
ent designations in other writers later than Bhatti. In nam- 
ing these in Bhatti, Jayamaugala is probably following a 
tradition or an authority entirely unknown to us. 

1 mentioned in VagbjMhilamkara iv 66. 

2 Bharata (xvi 4y-5o) nindo" and pnihawso'^ 

while his kalpito'° probabl} 

kalpito'* is admitted by V 
defined in a different sense. 
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may be noted that Ehamah a agrees with Bhatti in 
taking an an§a,^a, smamdeha, upoMna^-x^oka and 
tifprekadvayava as self-standing figures, v/hileJDa^din 
includes the first two in the sub-species Qfjtpa/n^, 
and the last two in those of rupaka and utprek^d 
respectively. ^ Bhainaha also agrees with Bhatti 
in rejecting prahellka^ suksma and lem ; but varita 
and hetu, also similarly rejected by Bhainaha, are ad- 
luitted by Bhatti. Da^din expressly recognises all 
these, excepting varita, in place of which he probably 
admits the more comprehensive svabhavokti, which is 
disfavoured by Bhiiinaha and not illustrated by 
Bhatti. The most material discrepancy with refer- 
ence to independent figures occurs in the remarkable 
omission in Bhatti of aprastuta-prasamsa (which, like 
svabhavokti, is a recognised figure in later times) and 
in the occurrence of nipuna unknown in later litera- 
ture. Coming to the sub-species, however, the dis- 
crepancies are more striking. Admitting that some 
of the fine differentiations, as in the case of Da:^din’s 
inumerable sub-varieties of independent figures, may 
have been invented b}' the ingenuity of the author 
himself, this argument does not seem to apply very 
well to Bhatti, who was himself no theorist but only 
professed to illustrate the poetic figures popular in his 
time and presumably based his treatment on smne 
standard treatise. The conclusion, therefore, is likely 

I Dandin is followed in this view by all later writers, 
except Vamana, who still regards these as independent figures. 
It seems therefore that Vamana VI. 3 . 33 is a criticism of 
Dandin ii 359> not vice versa, as Peterson supposes. 
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that Bhatti made use of a text unknown to Bhamaha 
but not materially differing from Bhamaha’s own 
sources; and that the interval between these two 
authors did not witness much change in the discussion 
of poetic figures, except what is apparent in the sim- 
plification of the treatment of yamaha and rupaka^ 
in the dropping of a figure like nipuna and adding an 
important figure or an important sub-figure like 
aprastuta-prasamm or prativast^^pama respectively. 
The progress is not so remarkable as that indicated 
by the enormous stride made in the interval between 
Bharata, wlio mentions only four independent figures, 
and Bhatti ,who mentions thirty* e ight. ^ 

J3iblio(;ra?iiv 

Edition. By K. P. Triv'cdl as A[)pcndix viii to his ed. 

of Pratapa-rudra^^ in B. S. vS. 1909. The work 
is named Bhamahalainkara. 

Mss. Oppert 3731 ; Madras Cat. 12920. 

Commentary. The only known comrn. is Bhamaha- 
vivarana by Udbhata, which is now lost. See 
above p. 45. 

I Although the name Bhamaha is not a common one in 
Sanskrit, it attaches itself (besides two verses in Subka^, 
1644-1645 that arc also found in our text ii 92, iii 21) to a 
commentator on Vararuci’s PrZikrta-prakaUa, who is probably 
a different author. The Kamadhenu comm, on Vamana also 
cites several verses from a treatise apparently on the kalas 
by Bhamaha (p. 29, ed. Benares) ; but as our Bhamaha, as well 
as his BhriinahCtlamkara (p. 39), is also cited in several places 
in the same commentary, it is possible that these verses occurr- 
ed in some lost chapter of his work where he mentioned the 
names of the kalas (atra kalanam uddesah krto bkantahena 
preceding the verses cited). 



IV DANDIiN 
( 1 ) 

The date ot-Daiidin is one ot the most difficult 
problems in the chronology of Alamkara literature. 
Auandavardhana does not directly cite him, as he 
cites Bhamaha, and the earliest mention of Danidin’s 
name occurs in Pratiharenduraja (p. 26). Da^din’s 
own work gives us hardly any clue. His references 
to the BThatkatha written in bliTdahham (i 38), or 
to the Setuhandha known to him in mdhardstrl 
version (i 34) throw little light on the question; 
and no definite chronological conclusion is deducible 
from the verses ii 278*79, which express, under 
the form of the figure jn'eyas, the supreme gratifica- 
tion of a certain king, Rajavarman (or Ratavarman), 
on the occasion of his obtaining the much-coveted 
beatific vision of his adored deity. ^ The solution 

I Rajavarman is conjectured b\' some (RatigAcarya’s 
prelace p. 8 ; also Agashe’s preface to Da'nakumara'^ ed B. S. 
S. pp. Ivii f ) to be Rajasinihavarman, otherwise known as 
Narasimhavarman II of KaficI (end of the 7th century), one 
of whose hirudas (viz, kulakida which is also a name of 
^va), Dandin is supposed to have alluded to in iii 50; while 
iii 25 is presumed to imply a pun referring to the royal token 
{malM-varakd) of Calukya Fulakesin II. But the passage 
under discussion looks like a reference to a legendary rather 
than a contemporary prince ; and, as Fischcl suggested, the 
entire verse 278 may have been taken directly from a work 
referring to his story. Cf Jacobi op. dt. p. 214. 
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proposed io' the prahelika in iii 114 (also cf iii IVi) by 
TaruDAvScaspati and other commentators that it refers 
to the Pallava kings of KahcP only supports the 
Tamil tradition that Daiiclin was probably a South 
Indian author. The alhtsion to Dandiu i 1 , ajjain, in 
a verse attributed by Sarhgadhara (no. 180) to Vijja or 
Vijjaka (whose date is unknown but who is tenta- 
tively supposed by some to be Vijayil, wife of 
CandrMitya and daughtor-in-law of Pulakesin II, about 
659 A. D.)^, implies merely a pleasant raillery at the 
expense of Damlin by some later boastful poetess. 

The only definite terminus to Dandin’s date is 
obtained from references in South Indian vernacular 
works on Alamkara, belonging in all probability to 
the 9 th century A.D., which cite him as an established 
authority. The Sinhalese treatise Sii/a-bas-lakara, 
which Barnett thinks cannot ‘‘ in any case be later 
than the 9 th century A.D.”^, citis Dandin in v 2 as 
one of its authorities. The Kauarese work Kavi- 
rajamarga, attributed to the Rastrakuta prince 
Amoghavarsa Nrptunga (who flourished about the 
first half of the 9 th century), gives six verses'^ which 

1 The phrase ai^fa-varna occurring in the prahclikH is 
also found, a.s Mr. G. K. ^ai'ikara points out in tlie Mamandiir 
Inscription of Mahendravannan I. J’reinacandra on Dandin 
interprets pundraka instead of pallava in the ver.se, which fact 
indicates that it is capable of a different interpretation. 

2 See Agashe op. rit. pp. lix f. 

3 JRAS, 1905, p. 841. The work has been edited by 
Hendrick Jayatilaka, Colombo 1892. 

4 viz., those defining as^dhUrawlipatm, asambhavbpama, 
anuh^^k^a, vibe^bkti, hetu and atihavbkti respectively. 
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are exact translations of corresponding verses in 
^DaijidilV’ PSthak, in the introduction to bis edition 
of this ivork (p. 19), further adds that in ch. iii most 
of the verses “ are either translations or adaptations 
from the Kavyddarsa” , and that there are also con- 
vincing indications of Dandin’s “ influence on other 
parts of the work ” as well. 

This will give us the 9 th century as the lower 
limit to Dandiii’s work, a conclusion which may also 
be established by showing that Dandin was probably 
earlier than Vamana, who may be assigned.. to the 
beginning of the same period. We need not enter 
into this point in detail here, but there are several 
unmistakable indications which show that Varnana’s 
work betrays a further progress in the elaboration 
of some of the fundamental ideas which are dealt 
with by Dandin. The .stress which Dan.din puts on 
the theory of riti (which he calls mar go) is carried 
to its furthest extreme by Vamana, who elevates 
rlti to the rank of the very essence of poetry. While 
Da:p.din mentions two types of marga, VSmana adds 
an intermediate third riti ; and from Mammafa ix 4 
we learn that VSmana was the fir.st to suggest this 
three-fold division.^ Again, while BhSmaha and 
Dandin apparently engage in a controversy over the 
classification of kdvya into kathd and akhyayikd, 
Vamana peremptorily brushes aside all discussion and 


I It is noteworthy also that Dandin is unaware of the 
more or less technical term riti, made so familiar by Vamana, 
but uses the almost synomymous expresston marga, also 
used by Vamana in III. i. I2. 
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refers the curioug reader to the works of others.*'^ 
Daijdin is also anxious to show, in the course of a 
long digression, that the word wa is indicative of 
tdprehm (which figure itself is admitted by Bhamaha 
only in deference to the views of Medhavin^) ; but 
to Vairiana (TV. 3. b, vrtti) it is already an established 
fact. Such instances can be easily multiplied, but 
what is given here will be enough to indicate Daijidin^s 
priority to Vainana'^, and fix the lower limit of his 

1 yac cn kathakliyZyikLi inahZi kZivyam iti tallak,^qnam 
ca natron hrdayan^amajn itynpekf^itam nsfnabhth, tad any to 
grahyavt^ on I. 3, 32. 

2 ii 88. 

3 It is supposed by Kielhorn (with whom Peterson in 
his pref. to Damkuwlra^ agrees) that Dandin ii 51, in which 
some of the npania-doms are justified, is directed against 
Vamana IV. 2. 8f, implying thereby that Dandin is later 
than Vamana. But if we take the texts of Bhamaha, Dandin 
and Vamana together on this point, we can only make out 
the following facts. Bhamaha, in accordance with the opinion 
of Medhavin, brings forward (ii 39-40) seven upama-domSy viz., 
deficiency (ktnatva)^ impossibility {asarabhava) disparity of 
gender (jLinga-bhcda^ disparity of number {vacana-bheda), con- 
trariety (yiparvaya)y excess {adhikatvd) and non similitude 
{asadf 'sya), Dandin, tacitly assuming these, only remarks 
about two pairs of them (viz., disparity of gender and number, 
excess and deficiency) that they do not necessarily disturb 
comparison if they do not .wound the cultivated sensibility. 
In this he is substantially following Bhamaha who says 
generally that the upameya cannot in every respect be similar 
to the upamana (ii 43), a dictum which is implicitly accepted 
by post later v^iters, who define upama as bheMbheda- 
pradk&m vpama. Therefore, deficiency etc, become faults 
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date at the end of the Btli and the commeuceineut 
of the 9th century^ 


only when they disturb the sense of appreciation of the man 
of taste. Vamana, on the other hand, mentions six upatm- 
do^as instead of seven, including tipa 7 yaya in adhikatva and 
Kinatva (IV. 2. 1 1 v^dtz), with the final pointed remark : 
ata evCisniakam mate -w/ dosah. It appears, therefore, that 
Dandin ii 5 if is a link in the chain between llhamalia ii 39f 
and Yamaha IV. 2. 8f. 

I Pischel’s argument (pref. to HL) that Dandin is 

identical with the author of MrcchakaUka on the ground that 
Dandin ii 362 (ed. Bibl. Indica) occurs also in that drama 
(ed. N.S.P. 1916 i 34) lands us, apart from other objections, 
in the absurdity of identifying Dandin with Bhasa as well, 
inasmuch as the same verse is also found in the Camdatta 
(i 19) and the RUacarita (i 15). The attribution, again, of the 
same verse in >^arngadhara 3603 and Vallabhadeva 1890 to 
Bhartrmentha and VikramAditya further discredits PischeFs 
theory. The occurrence of the verse in Dandin ii 226 with 
an introductory iti (cf Premacandra’s remarks on this point; 
only shows that Dandin did not disdain to borrow well-known 
verses for purposes of illustration and criticism, as he himself 
admits in a general way in i 2. It should also be noted that 
in the Bibl. Indica ed. of the text, the verse is given twice (i ) 
as a half-verse quotation in ii 226 and (2) in full in ii 362. 
But this reading, on which apparently Pischel’s tlicor)" was 
based, is doubtful, and is contrary to readings in other MSS. 
In the Tibetan version of the text {JRAS, 1903), as well as in 
the Madras edition, the v'^erse occurs only once as a half- verst' 
quotation in ii 226, the full verse being omitted in the text 
and given in the latter only in the accompanying comment- 
ary. This reading is also apparently followed in B.S.S. ed. 
of the text which is in course of publication. Pischel is hardly 
accurate in stating that Pratiharendu attributes this verse to 
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The upper limit is not so easy to settle. Peterson, 
following Mahesacandra Nyayaratna, points ont^ that 
Da^din ii 197 is a reminiscence of a passage in Ba^’s 
Kadattibarl p. 102, 1. 16 (ed. B. S. S.), and Jacobi is 
inclined to accept this view. Ba^a lived about 
(506-647 A.D. in the reign of king Harsa, whose 
liiographer he was. Jacobi also p<.)ints out a resembl- 
iincc between Bujidin ii 302 and Magha ii 4. Pafhak, 
again, remarks® that Daiidin’s three-fold classification 
of harman into niroartya, vikarya and prapya (ii 240) 
is taken from Bhartrhari’s Vakyapadiyix iii 45f. 
Bhartrhari, according to I-tsing, died about 651 A.D. 
while Magha probably belongs to the second half to 
the 7th century^. Thus Baiia, Bhartrhari and Magha 
probably all belong the same age and flourished in 
the first half or the middle of the 7 th century. 

Dandin ; for the commentator, in the course of his discussion 
on utprektiU, simply says that Dandin has already discussed 
at great length that the verse limptiva is an illustration of 
utprekiia containing ati'mya, p. 26. 

1 Pref. to Dasakumam’* , new ed. 1919, p. ix. Other such 
reminiscences are presumed in Dandin i 45 {—Sakuntata 
i 20, ed. M. Williams: Cf. JRAS, 1905,9. 84if), ii 286 

( = Raghii viii 57), ii \ 2 g { = HakuntalZi i 26) etc. Taruna- 
vacaspati is of opinion (on t 2) that Dandin consulted 
the usage-of poets like Kalidasa. See other parallel passages 
collected together by Agashe (preface to DahakutnaraP pp. 
liv f). 

2 I A xli p. 2^7- 

3 See Kielhorn in GN, 1906, heft ii. Cf Magha ii 83 
where he shows himself fully conversant with Poetics. 
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These evidences, although suggestive, do not in 
their nature appear to be decisive ; and we are ulti- 
njatelj thrown upon the question of Dan.din’s relation 
to Bhamaha, which might support these evidences 
and with reference to which, indeed, the chronology 
of Da^idin should be settled. If Bhamaha’s priority 
to Da^din can be definitely established, then we 
arrive with this at a more or less satisfactory limit 
to the date of the latter. The question is, no doubt, 
beset with many ditfculties; but so far as a compara- 
tive study of their respective texts indicatdl^ the pre- 
sumption is strong in favour of Bhainaha’s priority ; 
because, while Dandiin criticises Bhamaha’s innovations, 
BhSmaha apparently never does so in case of Dap.din’s 
innovations which are indeed much nnjie numerous. 
The , materials for such a critical study (apart from a 
consideration of their general theories) consist of 
several passages, occurring in their respective texts, 
which are either (1) identical or very similar in 
phraseology, or (2) so closely related to each other that 
the one author appears to be criticising the other. 
As the question has already engaged a great deal of 
controversy^, which has thrashed out almost all the 
details, we will here discuss it very briefly. 

As instances of the first group of passages, we 
may cite Bh ii 81 and D ii214, Bh iii 52 and D iii 


I lA, 1912, p. 90 ; ibid, p. 232 ; JRAS, 1905, pp. 535 f., 
ibid, 'p. 545 ; JRASBom xxiii p. 19 ; Trivedi, introd. to 
Prata,pa-rudra'^ , p. 32 ; Rafigdearya’s pref. to Kavy 6 dana ; 
Anant&carya in Brahmavadin 1911 (also published as a pam- 
^let) ; Jacobi in .the article cited, etc. 
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363, Bli iii 5 and D ii 276, Bh iii 8 and D ii 295, Bh 
iv 8 and D iv 5. The verbal coincidence, indicated 
by these passages, is so striking that there can be no 
doubt that it should be taken as something more than 
merely accidental. It does not, however, preclude 
the possibility of their being taken from a common 
source, or being standardised definitions common 
enough in such technical treatises. 

The second group of passages, also betraying 
etiough verbal similarity, is more interesting and 
important; because they certainly express contradict- 
ory views of their respective authors, if not actually 
ineaiit as direct mutual cFiticisin. In two of these 
passages, Bhtiuiaha and Baudiii are, each in his turn, 
rejecting an illustration which is adduced by the other, 
l»ut both citing the illustration in question in exactly 
identical phraseology. Thus Bhamaha rejects (ii 87) 
the figure beta, citing the illustration gat6'stam arlco 
bhaUudur yanti oitsaya paksiiMh, charaeterisiiig it 
as bad poetry, to which, he says, some writers give 
the name of caHtd,. Dandiin does not mention oan/'ttd, 
but approvingly cites (ii 244) the same half-verse 
under the figure hetu, pointedly remarking that the 
illustration under discussion is good. Similarly, the 
half- verse himdpahdmitra-dharair is given as an 
instance of the fault avacaka by Bhamaha (i 4l), Ijiit 
Dajj,diii gives the verse in full in a different context 
(iii 120) as an example of a variety oi 2y)'aheliha.\ 
Bhamaha apparently coudeinuing it as faulty, while 
taking it as a piece of ingenious construction. 
Taking the examples in their contexts as quoted from 
a common source, the passages apparently indicate 
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that JJa^cjm is not in agreement with BhSmaha (who 
condemns these) but expressly justifies their propriety. 

A closer contact of views and similarity of 
expression are to be found in those passages in this 
group, which relate to (1) the discussion of the 
comparative merits of the gnwllya and vaidarbha 
tnargas (Bh i .31-35 and D i 40 f) (2) the distinction 
between prose katha and akhyayikti (Bh i 25f and 
D i 23f) and (3) the enumeration of the ten dosas 
(Bh iv 1-2 and D iv 2-4) ; and those who maintain 
Dap.d.iu’s priority to Bhamaha hold that in these 
cases the latter is undoubtedly criticising the 
former. In the first of these instances, Bhamaha’s 
remarks merely show that he is more or less in- 
different to the literary value of mdrga or rlti as 
modes of composition, and laughs at the distinction 
which some writers make between gauda, and 
vidarbha types, himself giving preference, if any, to 
the former. In his o[)inioii, as lie says in the next 
verse (i 36), what is important it\ ])oetry is not rlti 
but vakrokti. It appears that the view which 
Bh&maha is criticising was traditional or referred 
to as a matter of common controversy, as he himself 
says in this connexion ; gatdnugatika-nydydn wnd- 
khyeyaw amedhasam. Jacobi points out that the 
gaud<iti marga, long before Da:^din, could never 
establish for itself a good reputation, and BaqA 
had already condemned it as aksara-d^Mifdiara 
{Sarsa-carita 1, 5. 7). Da^idin, on the other hand, 
attaches great importance to rlti in poetry, which 
under the name mdrga, occupies a considerable part 
of his treatment ; but he acknowledges, in spite 
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of his own distinguishing of two such extreme 
types as and vaidarbha, that there are various 

other intermediate modes finely differentiated (i 40), 
and that the types admitted by him are not capable 
of exact definition (i lOlf), although he himself 
prefers the vaidarhha. It may also be added that 
Bhamaha is unaware of the peculiar analysis of marga 
given by DaijcJin with reference to the ten essential 
gwnm, but he mentions casually (and not in 
connexion with rltx) only three giinm whi<?h may 
be admitted in all good composition. The respect- 
ive characterisation, again, of the two rltia has 
hardly any point of contact, and Bhamaha’s remarks, 
if supposed to be levelled against DaijcJin in 
particular, are certainly off the mark ; for each of 
them approaches the subject from the standpoints of 
entirely different schools of opinion^. 

Similar remarks apply to the other two cases, 
in which one hardly finds any direct reference by 
Bhamaha to Dap4m' Dapi^ic does not accept 
as characteristic or essential those marks of distinct- 
ion between a hatha and dkhyayika which Bhamaha 
enumerates, and apparently quotes in this connexion 
the half-verse i 29a from Bhamaha i 27b. The 
distinction, denied by Da^idin, is admitted, along 
with Bhamaha, by ea-rlier as well as later writers ; 
for Ba 9 .a designates his Sarm-carita as a kathd 
and his KadmnJbari as an akhyayika^, and some 
such distinction is also implied by the Amarako^a. 
With regard to the other passages which enumerate 

1 This point will be discussed in detail below in Part II. 

2 See TaruQavacaspati’s remarks on Dandin i 25. 
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the do^as, it appears that Bhainaha, following the 
traditional recounting of ten orthodox guitcts (cf 
Bharata xvi 84^), mentions the same number, but 
adds that pratijm-IwUi-dr^tantorhlnaiva is not 
desirable in poetry (iv 2). At the same time this 
eleventh defect is interesting to him from the 
standpoint of logical exposition, and he deals with 
it in. V If, apparently' (anisidering that defective 
logic is also to be lookefl upon generally as a notable 
flaw in composition. Dandin enumerates the 
.same ten gums in exactly similar phraseology, 
and conservatively maintains the view that the 
.so-called eleventh fault is difficult to judge and un- 
profitable to discuss®. 

1 The definition.s, however, do not agree. .See Jacobi 

op, C/V. pp. 222 f. . 

2 Emphasis is also put on some verbal resemblance 
between lih i 22 and D i 21-23. In these pas.sages, however, 
the standpoints of the two theorist.s .arc quite distinct, 
although they use similar phrases, Bhamaha here expresses 
his disapproval of a di.sastrous eiidihg, perhaps in conformitv’ 
with a similar conventional prohibition in the drama. Dandin, 
on the other hand, takes the ultimate triumph of the hero 
for granted, and does not trouble himself about the 
admittedly forbidden tragic ending. He only means to 
express the view that it will be artistically more effective 
if the rival of the hero is .set forth at the outset in all his 
glory and then his downfall is secured through the superior 
virtue of the hero himself. One does not also find anj’ 
point in Bhamaha ii 37-38, which criticises the classification 
of the figure upama into many sub-varieties (like nindo^, 
praiamso^ and adkkpaso^) but which is taken by some to 
imply an attack on Dandin’s elaborate sub-division of the 
same figure. The tri-frakaratvant cannot possibly - refer 
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From the above discussion, the conclusion is 
very probable that Dafl.4in was familiar with the 
text of Bhatnaha whom, as a notable predecessor 
expresssing contrary views, he could hardly ignore. 
On this point we have the almost unanimous testi- 
mony of Daiidiii’s commentators^, wlio expressly 
state that in most of these disputed passages Dap,<}in 
(^onti’ovevts the earlier opinions of Bhamaha. It 
will not be necessary, therefore, to enter into the 
details of their i-esp(M-tive theories, which not only 
indicate some fundamental and important differences, 
as one should expect in writers belonging to two 
different schools of opinion, but also the fact that 
Dapdin, in dealing with most of the topics, has 
gone into greater details and finer distinctions, 
apparently betokening that in his age the study 
was more advanced and fraught with greater 
complexity than in that of Bhamaha®. 

to Dandin, who mentions not three but thirty-two sub- 
varieties ; while nht{/o°, firat<amso° etc. are also mentioned 
by Bharata. 

1 e. g. Tarunavacaspati on i 23-24, 29 ; ii 235, 237, 
358; iv 4 etc ; Harinatha on i 15 (cited in ABod 206b); 
Vadijahghala on i 21. 

2 see, for instance, their respective views on nti, gmya 
and do^a, on nlamkara (which .last element Dandin does not 
distinguish fundamentally from gunas, ii 3), on vakrbkti (Bh ii 
85 and D ii 362), their respective order of treatment of alamy 
karas (which Bhamaha deals with in successive groups, while 
Dandin’s thirty-five independent poetic figures are given as 
if they are well recognised), Dandin’s minute and fine 
differentiation of infinite sub-species of individual figures, 
their respective treatment of yamaka, ufiamSt utprtk^. 
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If this conclusion of BhSmaha’s probable priority 
is. accepted, then we get his date as the upper limit 
to that of Daijdin, the lower limit being, as already 
discussed, the same as that of Bhamaha, namely 
the date of Udbhata’s contemporary, Vsmana. 
Da^din, therefore, flourished probably in the l>egin- 
ning or in the first half of the 8th century. 

( ) 


There cannot be any doubt that Dandin, like 
Bhilmaha, must have lieen indebted to bis prede- 
cessors ; and if he does not mention any one of 
them by name, he gives enough evidence of his 
having utilised their works, including that of 
Bhamaha. lJaij.(lin, however, makes a general 
acknowledgement in i 2, and refers to the o)>inions 
of ‘‘others” and of “learned men” (e. g. i 9, 10, ii 54) ; 
while he makes no secret of his having “observed” 
and probably borrowed his ilbistrations from earlier 
poets, to whom reference is made in i ,80,100 ; ii 05, 
223, 225, 363, iv 7, 32, 42, 57’. The Hrdayahgama 
commentary on i 2 mentions in particular two 
authors, named Kasyapa and Vararuci, whose 
works Dandin is supposed to have utilised. These 
may be mythical or traditional names ; btit Kasyapa 
is also mentioned by another admirer of Dap,din’s 

ananvaya and sasmndeha, upama-rwpaka and utprekiyivayava 
(which last four Dandin does not accept as independent 
figures) etc. These points will be discussed in detail in 
the next volume. 

1 See this point discussed in Agashe op. cit, pp. liii f. 
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who composed the Sinhalese rhetorical work already 
referred to. One Kasyapa is cited by Pacini in 
VIII.4.67, and a grammarian Kasyapa, as Aufrecht 
notes, is quoted by Madhava. 

PischeP has already negatived the suggestions 
of Premacandra Tarkavagisa®, Peterson® and 
Jacobi^ that Dandin in i 12 refers by the word 
cJiando-viciti to a treatise of his own, so namedj 
on the subject of prosody. The word, however 
as indicated by Daiidin himself in the same verse, 
by his reference to it as sa vidyn, does not necessarily 
mean any particular treatise but the science of 
j)rosody in general ; for which, in addition to the 
references given by Pischel, one need only cite 
Bajasekhara p. 6 and Hemacandra, Comm. p. 5. 
In iv 49, again, Dandin refers to a kata-pariccheda, 
which Peterson takes to be a clear reference to 
another work of Daijdin’s ; but it is more likely that 
this was an additional or supplementary chapter 
to his Kmyddarm, as Taruijavacaspati suggests (p. 
2S2). It is noteworthy that the Kcmadhemi 
commentary on Vamaiia similarly quotes from a 
lost work or chapter of Bharaaha’s on the halm^ 

( 4 ) 

THE GOMMENTATOBS ON DAEEIN 

The commentaries ou Danditi, as the following 
Bibliography will show, are numerous. Most of 

I Pref. to Srng, til, p. 14 f. 2 On Dandin i 12. 

3 IntrcKl to Dahakumlxra p. ix-x 4 Ind. Stud, xvii p. 44. 

5 See above p. 57 footnote. 
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these cure couiparatively modern, excepting perhaps 
that of Tamiiavacaspati as well as the anonymous 
commentary called Hrdat/angama, both printed in the 
Madras edition. With this exception, they are hardly 
useful for a historical or critical study of Dandin. 

BlBLIOCiRAPHV 

Editions. (!) Bibl. Ind. 1^63, by Premacandra I'arkavagisa, 
reprinted by Bhavadeva Cattopadyaya, Cal- 
cutta 1881 (2) by Jivananda Vidyasagara 1882 
etc (3) edited and translated by Bohtlingk, 
Leipzig 1890 (4) with two comms. (one of 
'farunavacaspati and the otlier entitled Hrday- 
ahgama) by Rahgucarya, Madras 1910 (5) by 
S.K. Belvalkar and Rahgdcarya B. Raddi with 
Sansk. comm, and English notes in B.S.S. (in 
course of publication ; pt i (1919) and pt. ii 
first half (1920), already published). Our re- 
ferences are to the Madras edition unless 
otherwise indicated : this edition divides the 
work into four chapters instead of three. 

MSS. Aufrecht i 102b, 779a, ii 20a, 193b, iii 22b; Si 'C vii 
20, 22, 33.; KBod 485, 486; Madras Cat, 
12830-33. 

Commentaries, (i) by Tarunavacaspati, Madras Cat. 12834 
(printed in Madras ed). It appears to be an 
old comm. It does not refer, as other comms. 
mostly written in comparatively recent times 
do, to very late authors. But as it cites (on i 
40) Bhoja ii 28, as well DaharTipaka i 8 (in 
comm, on i 31), it cannot be placed very 
early. This commentary (on i 30) also refers to 
a poet Hastimall who may be the Jaina poet 
Hastimallasena whose dramas and poems 
arc mentioned in Oppert. 
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(2) Hrdayangama by an anonymous author. 
Madras Cat. 12833 (printed in the same). 

(3) ""Marjana by Harinatha, son of Visva- 
dhara. ABod 206b ; Peterson vi p. 30 (extract). 
Harinatha also wrote a comm, on Bhoja’s 
Sarasvafb-k^ . He must be later than Keaava 
Misra whose work on Alainkara he cites. 

(4) ^ Muktavatl by Narasiuiha-suri, son of 
Gadadhara and grandson of Krsna-sarman. Mitra 
2394 (Aufrecht i 102b). 

(5) ""Candrika by Trisaranata^abhlma. Men- 
tioned in Hallos Index p. 63. 

(6) Rasika-rafijanl by Visvanatha. Oppert 
4H2 (Aufrecht i 103a). 

(7) "^Vivrti or Kavya-tattva-viveka-kaumudl 
by Ki^nakiiiikara Tarkavagisa Bhatt 4 carya of 
Gopalapura in Bengal. IOC 1497. 

(8) Comm, by Vadijahghala (or '‘ghahghala). 
Stein pp. 61, xxviii, extract no 1179). The Report 
of Peripatetic Party of Madras MSS Lib. 
igjj-jg mentions a recent acquisition of this 
comm, for the Library. 

(9) Comm, by Bhagiratha. Aufrect i 102b. 

(10) Comm, by Vijayananda. Aufrecht i 102b, 

(i i) Vaimalya-vicfhayitn by Mallinatha, son of 

Jagannatha. Aufrecht ii 20a. This is perhaps the 
same Mallinatha as is referred to by Visvesvara 
in Alainkaus^y p. 69 as a commentator on 
Kavyadarsa j and he should be distinguised 
from the better known Kolacala Mallinatha. 

(12) Comm, (incomplete) by T ribhu vancandra, 
otherwise called Vadisiuiha^ a Jaina. UPS 
iii, no. 57. 

(13) anonymous comms. in Mitra 297, Oppert 
7903 ; see vii 21. A comm by DharmavacaspAti 
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in Oppert 2581 is probably a mistake for 
Tarunavacaspati. Regnaud (Rhetorique, p. 3^7 
fn) also mentions a commentary by Vacaspati 
and refers to Taylor ii 501 : which probably 
refers also to this commentary. 



V UBBHATA 


( 1 ) 

Udbhata, who wrote a commentary on Bhamaha 
as well as utilised the latter’s work in his Kmy&lom- 
kara-scmgraha, certainly lived before the final ex- 
position of the dhvani-th.eory by Anandavardhana^ 
who, in the middle of the 9th century, actually cites 
Bhatta Udbhata twice at pp. 96, 108. Udbhata’s 
name indicates that he was probably a Kashmirian. 
Kalha]g.a (iv 495) mentions a certain Bhatta Udbhata 
who & sabhapati of king Jayaplcja of Kashmir 
(about 779-813 A.D.)j and Biihler,® to whom we owe 
t he discovery of Udbhata’s work in Kashmir, identifies 
him with the author of the Kavyalarrikdra-smigraha. 
Accepting this identification, we should, however, 
place the most flourishing period of Udbhata’s acti- 
vity, as Jacobi points out, in the first part of 
JaySpida's rather long reign ; because this sovereign 
in the latter part of his career appears to have alien- 
ated the Brahmans by his oppression of the people. 
Udbhata, therefore, should be assigned to the ^d of 
the 8th century, and he may have lived into the 
beginning of the 9th. 

1 Cf the opinions of Pratiharenduraja ( p. 79, l.iSf), 
Ruyyaka and Jayaratha (p. 3) and Jagannatha (pp. 414-5). 

2 Kashmir Rep, p. 65. 
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Besides a lost BhMmha-vimram, Pratlliarendu 
tells us (p. 15) that Udbhata wrote a poem, called 
Knmarorsmu^hava, from which are’takeri most of the 
illustrations in the text. 


( a ) 


MUKULA AND PRATIHARENDURAJA. 

PratTharenduraja Tldbliata’s commetator, was,* ‘Us 
bo himself tolls us, a native of Koi’ilcana and a pupil 
of Mukula. Mukula is known to us as the author of 
AhhidhrtrCftti-m&rka, a work o\i tho grammatico- 
rhotorical question of ahhidhU. From the last verso of 
this work we learn that the author’s father was Bhafta 
Kallata who lived, according to Kalhana v 66, in the 
reign of Avantivarinan of Kashmir (855-884 A.D.)^, 
and was therefore a contempoi’ary of RatnSkara and 
Anandavardhana. Accepting Kalhaiia’s statement, 
Mukula should be placed roughly towards the end 
of the 9th century and the beginning of the 10th. 
H is pupil Pratiharenduraja, therefore, belongs ap- 
proximately to the first half of the 10th century.® In 
his commentary on Udbhata, called ° Laghmftti, 
Pratiharendu quotes from Bhamaha, Dap,din, Vamana, 
the Dhmnydloha and Rudrat-a, actually naming the 
first three, and appears to be fairly familiar with the 
dA»a»i-theory, as explained by Anandavardhana, to 
which, however, he does not subscribe. 


1 Buhler op. cit, pp. 66, 78. 

2 Cf Pischel, Pref. to p. 12. 
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Peterson appears to suggest^ the identification of 
PratihSrenduraja with BhattendurSja, , whom Abhi- 
navagupta refers to as asmad-upadhyaya in his Locana, 
(pp. 25, 43, 116, 207, 213) as well as in his commen- 
tary on Bharata, where this teacher is quoted some- 
times simply as t^padhyaya. At the commencement 
and close of his Locana^, Abhinavagupta indicates 
his immense indebtedness to this teacher, and in one 
place (p. 160), we find in his praise the somewhat 
grandiloquent epithet nidmt-lcavi-mhrdaya-cnkra- 
rartin ; wliicli together with the fact that Abhinava 
also indicates that he leai’nt kavya from Bhattendunija 
will go to support the conjecture that this preceptor 
was apparently well-versed in both the theory and 
practice of poetry. Although chronology does not 
stand in the way, there are several reasons which 
might induce one to distinguish the two Indurajas. 
From Abhinava’s commentary on the Bhagavadgitd^, 
we learn that Bhatfeudu was the son of febhtitiraja 
and grandson of Saucuka of the Katyayana-gotra ; 
but of Pratiharendu’s genealogy or personal history 
we know nothing, except that he was a Kauhkaqia 
and a pupil of Mukula*. Bhatfendu appears chiefly 


1 Introd. to Subhai^, p. n ; but contra in Aufrecht i 593. 

2 ed. Kavyamfila p. i ; and ch. iv (p. 42) in the Journal 
of the Dept, of Letters, Calcutta University, 1923. 

3 Biihler op. cit. pp. 80 and cxlvii-viii. 

4 It is curious that Abhinava, who takes care to refer 
to most of his teachers and “ teacher of teachers ’’ {paratna- 
guru), should have omitted a reference to Mukula, whose 
work, if he was a paratna-guru, should have been important 
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a poet, who wrote, as Abhinava’s quotations show, 
in Sanskrit and Prakrit, and whose verses apparently 
supplied a ready source of apt poetic illustrations to 
his pupil’s works, probably inspired by himself. If 
some of his opinions on rasa and allied topics are 
quoted by Abhinava in his commentary on Bharata, 
they bear no kinship to PratTbarendu’s views, as ex- 
pressed in the latter’s commentary on Udbhafa. 
Although the prefixes Bhatfa and Prathihara, being 
mere honorific titles, need not make any serious 
difference, Abhinava’s citation of his teacher always 
as Bhattenduraja (and never as PratlharendurSja) is 
somewhat remarkable ; and in view of the fact that 
these two Indurajas wei’e prolmbly contemporaries, 
might this not indicate that Abhinava meant to 
imply a difterence ? The two writers are never 
confused even in later anthologies, for the poet is 
alwfiys designated as Induraja or Bhattenduraja. 
The conjecture, therefore, is not unlikely that 
Abhinava's teacher may have been the poet Bhatt- 
enduraja, who is quoted under this designation in 
i(^semendi'a’s two works^ as v/^ell as in the poetical 
anthologies® of Sarfigadhara, Vallabhadeva and 

to. him, inasmuch as it is deals with the quasi rhetorical quest- 
ion of the functions of word and its sense. 

1 Aucit. vie. under Ul. 20, 31 ; Suvrtta-til^ under si. 2, 24, 

29. 30- 

2 The verse par&rtke vafi pidam, ascribed to Induraja 
in the Paddkati of ^artigadhara (1052) is quoted anonymous- 
ly twice by Anandavardhana (pp. 53, 218). a fact which, 
however, is not decisive ; because Abhinava’s commentary is 
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Jalha^a. The commentator Fratih&reudurSja, on 
the other hand, was never known for his poetical 
pretensions, and was chiefly a writer on Poetics, who 
obviously belonged in his views to the older system 
of Udbhata, and did not, like Abhinava, believe in 
the newly established doctrine of dhvani, with which, 
however, he appears to be fully conversant. Referring 
to this new theory of Anaudavardhaua, Rratiharendu 
states in one place (p. 79) that what is known as 
dhvani and taken to be “ the soul ” of Poesy by 
some thinkers is included implicitly by his author 
Udbhata, in the treatment of some of the poetic 
figures under discussion, and therefore need not be 
separately considered. The standpoints of Pratihar- 
enduraja and Abhinava are so divergent that it is 
diflicult to admit any spiritual relationship between 
the two ; for the former was in no way an adherent 
of the d/i<ja«*-theory, of which Abhinava was a recog- 
nised advocate. 


BIB1L09RAHPT 

Udbhata 

Editions, (i) Text ed. by Jacob in JRAS, 1897, pp. 829-53; 

(2) Text with Pratiharenduraja's comm, by 
M. R. Telang, N. S. P. 1915 (this edition is 
useful for its eomm., but some verses occurring 

silent as to the authorship of this verse, which occurs in 
Shalla^-sataka 56 and is ascribed to another poet Ya^s 
in the 947. The Sadukti-karnami ta attributes it to 

Vaki^ati, while Hemacandra (Comm. p. 257) and Jayaratha 
(p. id^<ite it anonymously. 
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in the comm, are given mistakenly as karika- 
verses) (3) by Banahatti, announced in B. S. S. 
Our references are to Telang's edition, unless 
otherwise indicated. 

MSS. Aufrccht i 66b. 


Mukula 

Edition. By M. R. Telang N. S. P. 1916. 

MSS. Aufrccht i 24b, ii 5a ; WBod 1 164. 

Prat\harenduraja 

Edition. With the text of Udbhata in N. S. P. ig 
MSS. Aufrccht i sga. 



VI VAMANA 

( 1 > 

The upper limit to Vamana’s date is given by 
his own quotation (IV.3.6 vriti) from the Btara- 
r^ma-carita (i 38) of Bhavabhuti, who is known to 
have flourished under the patronage of Yasovarman, 
king of Kanauj, in the first quarter of the 8th cen- 
tury^. The lower limit is given by Rajasekhara's 
quotation (p. 14) from Vamana 1.2. 1-3, and his refer- 
ence to the Vamanlyas, which indicates that by the 
end of the 9th century Vamana had a respectable 
number of followers going by his name. We learn 
also from Abhinavagupta {Locana, p. 37) that Vamana 
was probably known, in the middle of the 9th cen- 
tury, to Anandavardhana who, however, never direct- 
ly cites VSmana but seems to refer, in a manner not 
to be mistaken, to the latter’s riii-theory in his vctti 
on iii 52. Like Bhamaha, Daigidin and Udbhata, 
Vamana probably lived before the dA»a«i-theory, 
under Anandavardhana, came into prominence ; aod 
Pratiharenduraja, who professes a great reverence for 
Vamana’s views, expressly states ^p. 81), while dis- 
oussing alatfikcim-dhvanh that in such cases Vamana 

I Raja’tara'hg'^ iv 144. Bhandarkar, pref. to Mila&r 
madhava pp. xliif ; S. P. Pandit in pref. to Gaudamko p, 
ixviif ; WZKM ii 332f. Vamana also quotes Subandhu and 
BSija (ed. Cappeller pp. 38, 68), 

II 
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has employed the term vakrdkti (IV.3.8) \ We will 
not be wrong, therefore, if we fix the lower limit of 
VSmana’s date at the middle of the 9th century*. 

These considerations make it probable that VSraana 
lived between the middle of the 8th and the middle- 
of the 9th century, and justify Biihler’s identification, 
in deference to Kalha^ iv 497 and ‘‘ the tradition of 
KSsmirian Pandits”, of our Vamana with the 
VSmana, who was a minister of Jayapida of Kashmir 
(779-813 A.D.). This conclusion makes Udbhata and 
Vamana contemporaries and rivals ; and the way in 
which Kajasekhara, Hemacandra and Jayaratha refer 
to the two rival schools of Vamanlyas and Audbhatas 
lends colour to such a supposition. 

The wtU on the sutras, called kavi-priya, is com- 
posed, as its mangala-aloka indicates, by Vamana 
himself (cf IV. 3. 33). 


( 2 ) 

It has already been noted that Vamana, in many 

1 Even supposing with Jacobi that Vamana was con- 
temporaneous with the anonymous Dhvanikara, he cannot 
yet be shown to have been influenced in any way by the 
opinions of that school The remarks of Ruyyaka (p. 7) and 
Jayaratha apparently support the trend of Pratiharenduraja’s 
opinion, and Jayaratha expressly says, with reference to these 
old writers, that they were unaware of the views of the 
Dhvanikara {dhvanikara-matam ebhir na drstam, p. 3), Dhvani- 
kara being, in Jayaratha’s opinion, the same as Anandavardha- 
na himself. 

2 Cappeller’s thesis propounded (in Vamands Stilregeln 
pp. iiif ; also pref. to his ed, pp viif) that Vamana shouJd be 
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respects, attempts to improve upon the system of 
Dap4in- Vamana does not claim entire originality 
with regard to the illustrations he cites, and many 
of them may be traced to well-known sources. The 
n<i-theory itself, which Vamana for the first time 
clearly aud systematically enunciates, is probably 
older that Bhamaha, who alludes to the classification 
of the gau4i and vaidarhhl', and Vamana himself 
cites from unknown expositors of the past, e.g. in his 
vrtti on I. 2 . 11 , 12-13, 3. 15, 29, 32; II. 1 . 18, 2 . 19 ; 
III. 1 . 2 , 9, 25, 2 . 15 ; IV. 1 . 7 etc., with atra slokcih 
or tath& cdhuh. While Daijdin supplies an import- 
ant link between these unknown authors and Vamana, 
we find the theory in its completely self-conscious 
form in the latter. But it appears to have languished 
after Anandavardhana came into the field, in spite of 
the fact that VSmana’s influence apparently created 
a school known in later times as the Vamanlya. 
To this school probably belonged Mahgala, who must 
have been a comparatively early Writer, being cited 
by Rajasekhara (pp. 11, 14, 16, 20). Mahgala, we 
are told by Hemacandra (Comm. p. 195), agrees with 
Bharata in his definition of ojas, and maintains with 
VSmana that Da 9 . 4 in is not right in emphasising it 
in the gau^ Titi, inasmuch as it is common to all 
the ntk. This is all we hear about this writer, 
but all these indicate that in his opinions he leaned 


placed later than looo A.D. is disproved entirely by the 
quotations given above. Cf Piscbel op, at, pp. 23 !. The 
mention of Kaviraja need not, as Pischel shows, of itself 
place Vamana as late as 1000 A.D. 
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towards the system of Vamana. A poet Mahgala 
is quoted in the Sadukti-Jcarndmrta. 

( 3 ) 

TEB COMMENTATORS ON VAMANA 

The existing commentaries on Vamana are mostly 
late, and are therefore hardly acceptable to a historic- 
al and critical studetit. The Kitmadhenu by a South 
Indian prince, Gopendra Tippa Bhupala, is a lucid 
exposition of the text, and its popularity is indicated 
by its frequent publication in India. 

Bibliography 

Editions, (i) by Cappeller, Jena 1875 (2) KavyamSla 15, 
1880 (3) by Borooah,’ Calcutta 1883 (4) Gratha- 
pradarsinl, 1895 (5-6) with Kamadhenu comm. 
Ben. S. S., 1908, and Srlvanl-vilasa Series 5, 
Srirahgam 1909. Eng. Transl. by Gahganatha 
Jha, Allahabad (no date), published origin- 
ally in the Indian Thought vol iii-iv. Our 
references are to the Benares edition, unless 
otherwise indicated. 

MSS. Aufrecht i 103a, 779a, ii 20b ; iii 22b ; HPS ii 28 
(Kavipriya entered here is apparently the 
vrtti so named) ; SCC vii 24 ; KBod 487 ; 
Madras Cat, 12837-12845. 

Commentaries, (i) Kamadhenu by Gopendra (or Govinda) 
Trfpurahara (Tippa) Bhupala, apparently a 
South Indian prince. He cites, among numer- 
ous other authors, Vidyadhara, Vidyanatha, 
Bhatta Gopala (the commentator on Mam- 
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mata ?), Ghantapatha (apparently of Mallinatha) 
and Dharmadasa SiirPs Vida^dka-mukha- 
inandana. He is thus later than the 14th centu- 
ry. He cites a work called Kavi-gajdnkusa, Ed. 
with the text in Grantha-pradarsinI 1895 ; in 
the Ben. S. S. and in the ^rlvaijl-vilasa Press. 
Our references are by pages to the Benares Ed. 
MSS: Aufrecht i 103a, ii 22b; Madras Cat. 
12842-45. 

(2) SZihitya-sanmsva by Mahesvara ( IOC 566, 
ABod 207b). See under ^rivatsalanchana 
(under Commentators on Mammata below). 



VII RUDRATA AND RUDRABHATTA 

( 1 ) 

The lower limit of Rudrafa's date is furnished by 
the citation of Rudra^a and the reference to his 
kaku-mkrdkti figure (ii 1 6) by Rajasekhara (p. 31) 
at the end of the 9th and beginning of the 10th 
century. This conclusion is supported by two con- 
siderations. Vallabhadeva who, as we shall presently 
see, flourished in the first half of the 10th century, 
mentions twice in his commentary on MSgha (on iv 
21 and vi 28) that he also composed a commentary 
on Rudrata’s treatise on AlamkSra, where he had 
discussed in detail the points in question ; while in 
the same commentary Hultzsch notes numerous 
references, mostly anonymous, to Rudrafa (ii 44,88 ; 
viii 26,37; ix 6; x 38; xii 55; xiii 4o)». Again, 
PratlhSrenduraja, about the same time, quotes anony- 
mously (pp 42, 49) Rudrata’s karikS-veraes vii 85 
and xii 4, as well as cites (p. 43) the illustrative 
stanza in Rudrata vii 36*. This sets aside altogether 
the conjectural date, viz, the second half of the 1 1th 
century, assigned by Buhler®, as well as his revised 

1 See Hultzsch’s pref. to his edition of MeghadHta 
with Vallabha’s comm,, London 191 1, p. x-xi. This Valla- 
bhadeva must be distinguished from the compiler of the 
SubhS^'* who bears the same name. 

2 Cf Pischel in GgA, 1885, p. 764. 

3 Kashmir Rsp, p, 67 . 
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date% viz, the middle of the 10th century, which 
Peterson"* first put forward. 

The upper limit cannot be so definitely settled; 
but it seems probable that Rudrata was younger than 
BhSmaha, Da^diu and VSmana, with regard to whose 
date his own time to be settled. We need not go so 
far as to hold with Jacobi* that Rudrata derived his 
idea of vakrSkti from Ratnakara’s well-known poem 
Vahrdkti-pa^oMka, and therefore was later than 
RatnSkara, son of AmrtabhSnu, who lived under 
Brhaspati and Avantivarman ; but it is clear that if 
this new idea of vakrSkti did not originate in RatnS- 
kara or even in Rudrata, it was defined for the first 
time by the latter and illustrated by the former as a 
particular poetic figure. This verbal figure is des- 
cribed as resting on ile^a (paronomasia) and k^ku (into- 
nation) and is based on a deliberate misunderstanding 
of one’s words for the purpose of making a clever 
retort (Rudrata ii 14-17). Bhamaha (ii 85), on the 
other hand, had taken vakrdkti, not as a particular 
poetic figure, but as a certain strikingness of ex- 
pression which characterises all poetic figures ; while 
Da^din had limited the range of vakrdkti etnd made it a 
collective name for all poetic figures with the exception 
of soabhmSkti (ii 362 and comm, thereon). Vftmana 

— T —.1 ■ I MM I , ,,.l 

1 I A xii 3a 

2 Peterson, ip. 14; also introd. to SuiAaSo p. 105. 
Their arguments are based on the date of Nami sadhu’s com- 
mentary on Rudrata, which is now known to be dated .in 1069 
A.D. See below on Nami-sadhu. 

3 it i SI {. 
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vim the hrst to regaifd vakrSkti as a special poetic 
figure (arthdlamkara), but he too used the expression 
in a more or less general sense to denote a particular 
mode of metaphorical expression based on lak^a^ or 
transferred sense (IV. 3. 8)^, From this it appears 
that (I), the term 'oalcrdkti travelled through all these 
writings from a very broad sense as the distinguishing 
characteristic of all poetic figures to the precise 
narrow signification of a specific verbal poetie fiffl iyc 
in Rudrata’s definition ; a definition which, however, 
unquestionably established itself in all later writers 
(except in Kuntala who developed bis idea directly 
from Bhamaha) ; (2) the order of development points 
apparently to the conclusion that Rudrafa was pro- 
bably later than Bhamaha, Dapdin and Yamana ; for 
in his time the broader and older connotation of vah- 
rdkti was out of date, and it came to be looked upon 
as a defined species of mhddlaviikara ; and (3), its illus- 
tration by Ratnakara indicates its existence, indepen* 
dently of Rudrata, in the. 9th century A.D. These 
ipdioations make it probable, apart from a detailed 
examination of Rudrata’s other theories in relation 
tO; those of BhSmaha, Dapdin and Vamana, that the 
substance of Rudrata’s teaching was probably later 
than that of these older writers. If this conclusion is 
accepted, then Rudrata should be placed after 
VSraana, who is the latest member of this group ; and 
this gives us the upper limit to his date. 

It seems probable, therefore, that Rudrata should 
be placed between the first quarter of the 9th century 


I Cf Jacobi in ZDMG Ixiv. 
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and its end ; and it will not be wrong if we accept 
the most plausible date assigned to him by PischeU^ 
viz., the middle of the 9th century®. This date 
makes him a contemporary of Anandavardhana, who 
never cites or refers to Rudrata, as he does to other 
well-known predecessors, and by whom this peculiar 
alamkarika connotation of vakrokti, if known, was 
not apparently recognised. 



What is said here about Rudrata does not apply to 
Rudra or Rudrabhaffa, although Pischel®, Weber 
Aufrecht® and Biihler^ take the two authors to be 
identical. This identity is declared doubtful by 
Peterson^ and is not admitted by Durgaprasada® and 

1 Pref. to SnlgJil. pp. 12, 26. 

2 The suggestion of Jacobi that Rudrata, whose name 
implies that he was a Kashmirian, was a contemporary of 
Sankara varman of Kashmir, successor of Avantivarman, does 
not make any essential difference to our conclusion, although 
it is not certain that the example of vakrbktiy given by 
Rudrata in ii 15 was at all prompted by Ratnakara, whose 
work contains similar railleries between Siva and Gaurl. 

3 Pref. to tiL ; ZDMG xlii, pp. 296-304, 435. 

4 Ind, Stud, xvi. 

5 ZDMG xxvii pp. 80-1, xxxvi p. 376; Cat, Bod, 209b ; 
Cat, Cat, pp. 528b, 530a. 

6 Kashmir Rep, p. 67. 

7 Rep, i p. 14 ; pref. to Subh^^^ pp. 104-5 ; but contra in ii 
19 footnote. 

8 Footnote to the ed. of SrngJil, p. i . 

12 
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Trivedl^. Einally, Jacobi has set at rest this coatro- 
versy by showing elaborately, from an examination 
of their respective texts, .that these two writers were 
in all probability different persons®. 

From V 15 of the Kavydlavrikara of Hudrata, as 
interpreted by Nami-sSdhu, it appears that Rudrata, 
also called datananda, was the son of Bhattn Vsmukha 
and a follower of the Sania-veda. Rudrabhattn’s 
genealogy or personal history is unknown. But much 
has been made of the apparent similarity of the two 
names. The last verse of the ^t^gdra-tilaka, how- 
ever, expressly gives the name of its author as 
Rudra, with which description most of the MSS 
agreed ; while both Nami-sadlm and Vallabha call 
the author of the Kavydlariikdra by the name of 
Hudrata. They belong, again, apprently to two 
dift’ereut religious persuasions, Rudra being a worship- 
per of Siva, and Rudrata omitting a reference to this 

1 Notes to his ed. of Ekavapi p. 3. 

2 WZKM ii pp. 151-56; 2 .DMG xHi pp. 425f. 

3 With the curious exception of a Kashmirian MS in 
^arada character (Buhler’s Kashmir Rep. no. 264) where the 
name in given as Rudrata. This unique testimony raises a 
legitimate suspicion, but it can be explained as a piece of not 
unnatural confusion made by a Kashmirian scribe, to whom 
the more famous name of Rudrata must have been more 
familiar. The same remark applies to the South Indian 
'HiSm Madras Cat. 12955, in which, however, thes last verse 
gives the name as Rudra. This evidence, however, of the 
colophons of MSS is not decisive} and it is well known the 
that even later anthologies and writers of note make a 
similar confusion between the two authors. 
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deity and mentioning instead Bhavani and Mur&'i 
(besides the usual Gauiesa). 

Taking the works themselves, Rudrata’s text 
covers a much larger ground than Rudra’s, and 
presents a distinctly different outlook. Rudrata puts 
a greater emphasis on the ka/vydlanikaras or poetic 
figures, which supply, as Nami-s5dhu points out, tlie 
name of the work itself, and which absorb its eleven 
chapt ers, leaving only four concluding chapters for a 
brief supplementary treatment of rasa, the cognate 
topic of ndyaka-ndyikd and the general problems of 
poetry. The key-stone of Rudra's system, on the 
other hand, is the idea of rasa, having special refer- 
ence to ifiigdra, with just a summary description of 
the other rasas ; and the chief value of his work con- 
sists in his minute poetical treatment of the theme of 
srngdra-rasa and nayaha-myihd. It will appear, 
therefore, that while Rudrata’s scope and method 
are more ambitiously theoretical and comprehensive, 
Rudrabhatta merely singles out a part of the whole 
subject, and not troubling himself about definitions 
and rules (which appear almost word for word as in 
Rudrata) gives us, in his apt and finely composed 
illustrative verses, a practical poetical manual on 
the subject of love and other sentiments. Jacobi, 
therefore, rightly remarks that “Rudrata appears 
as an original teacher of poetics, while Rudra, at 
his best an original poet, follows, as an expounder 
of his idistra, the common herd.” 

With regard to the common topics, there is, 
however, a general agreement, even to minute details, 
which has misled some scholars to attribute the two 
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works to the same author. But beneath this general 
agreement, the two works reveal many points of 
difference which affect some of the f ndamental con- 
ceptions of their respective authors. Taking, for 
instance, their treatment of rasa, we find that while 
Rudra (i 9) follows the general tradition, prevailing 
from Udbliata’s time, of mentioning nine rasas, 
Rudrata adds one more, viz. p^'eyas (xii 3), treating 
them in an order somewhat different from that fol- 
lowed by Rudra. Rudra enumerates and discusses 
at some length the bluwaif (i 10-16), which are 
summarily referred to by Rudrata in one verse only 
(xii 4). A similar difference will be noted in the 
treatment of vrttis, of which Rudra (i 12) mentions, 
after Bharata (xx 24f), the usual four (viz. kaUikl, 
arabhati, sattvatl and bharati), originally taken as 
styles of dramatic -composition but borrowed here 
apparently with a similar purpose from dramaturgy 
to poetry (cf Bharata Joe. eit. 21). Rudrata, on the 
other hand, speaks (ii 19f), after Udbhata,* of five 
vj'ttis (viz. madhura, parmd, laJitd and 

bhadra), which have nothing to do with the above 
four, but being comprised under alliteration {amt- 
prasa) refer primarily to suitable sound-adjustment 
by special arrangement of letters. With regard to 
the cognate topic of ndyaka-nayika, similar material 
discrepancies can be detected. While Rudra des- 
cribes at some length the eight conventional avasthas 

I Udbhata mentions only three vritis in connexion with 
anuprasa, v\z.parusa, ttpamgarika and gramyU (i 4-7). 
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(conditions or situations) of the nayiha (i 131-32), 
Kudrata really mentions four (viz., <xbhisarik^, 
hhandita, svddMna-patika &nd. p)'08ita^atikd,'%ii 41f), 
although to make up for this unwonted divergence 
there is in some MSS a long passage (between xii 
40 and 41), describing the usual eight conditions 
but irreconcilable to its context, and rightly stigma- 
tised by its editor as interpolated. The third 
class of heroine, again, viz., the courteszan {ve6ya), 
appears to be favoured by Rudra (i 120-30), while 
Rudrata dismisses her in two verses only (xii 39-40) 
with an apparent note of condemnation. The tenfold 
state of a lover, beginning with desire and ending 
in death, is mentioned in passing by Rudrata (xiv 
4*5), but Rudra defines and illustrates each of these 
states in detail (ii 6-30). While the trespasses in 
love, according to Rudra (ii 53), depend on time 
{hula), place {clem) and circumstances {prmafiffa 
Rudrata thinks (xiv 18) that a fourth condition, viz., 
the person concerned {pdtra) should be added. 

All these indications make it highly probable 
that Rudrata and Rudra were two different persons ; 
but if this is so, how are we to explain the fact that 
most of the verses in the Bpigdrortilaha are, but for 
their difference in metre {anmtup and dryd respectively) 
identical almost word for word with the corresponding 
verses in the Kdvydlaniikdra ? This point has been 
emphasised with some plausibility by the advocates of 
the identity of the two writers. But it should be noticed 
that this extraordinary verbal coincidence does not 
extend beyond those verses which give the rules and 
definitions ; for the illustrative stanzas in the tSjmgiira- 
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tUeiha, co4ipose(i in a variety of metres, and forming 
R distinctive feature of this more poetical work, do 
ncrf; occur in the KavydlaniMra at all. It is not 
unusual to find similar treatment attd terminology 
in technical treatises, abounding in standardised and 
conventional rules and definitions ; but this is not 
enough to explain this extraordinary plagiarism, tem- 
pered, it is true, by the presence of highly poetical 
and presumably original^ stanzas composed to illus- 
trate these dry rules and definitions. ]S^or is the 
explanation, which is based on the supposed identity 
of the two writers, at all free from considerable doubt 
in view of the discrepancies noted above. The real ex- 
planation probably lies in the supposition that Rudra, 
apparently a later writer and chiefly a poet, and 
never pretending to be an original teacher of Poetics, 
found in these ready-made rules of Rudrafa enough 
poetic possibilities, as well as an opportunity of dis- 
playing his own poetic powers, and proceeded forth- 
with to furnish the missing poetic illustrations.® As 

1 Some stpnzas in the Srngjil. arc taken from earlier 
works like the Amaru-mtaka. 

2 These chapters in Rudrafca are purely expository, 
and are not fully illustrated as the preceding chapters are. 
One may be led to suppo.se that Rudrata himself coniposed 
the Srihgara-tUakn to supply this deficiency, but this Hypo- 
thesis does not sufficiently explain the divergence of views 
on the points noted above, which apparently indicates that 
the task of supplementing could not have been undertaken 
by himself but by some other author, who held some views 
dAff etent from his own. It cannot be ai^ued that chaipters 
xfi- xvi in question, which contain this deficiency, is a later 
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he did not apparently aspire to write an original 
thesis on the topics concerned, he did nut trouble 
to alter the wording of the fixed canons and made 
only enough changes to suit the metre. While 
Rudrata is concerned directly with rules and pres- 
criptions, Rudra is more practical in his object and 
treatment, and intends his treatise on love apparently 
to serve as a psychologico-poetical guide to the gay 
science, furnishing it, as he does, with and elaborate 
analysis of the various moods and sentiments, which 
belong to the province of Erotics as well Poetics^ . 

verse of ch. xi reads like the end of the work itself ; for a 
similar remark applies to the closing verses of chapters iii, iv 
and V. 

I The quotations from these two writers in later litera- 
ture are unfortunately mostly anonymous, and do not 
materially help us in this question. Among the very few 
cases where the author’s name is cited along with his verses, 
Mamma^a, himself a Kashmirian, correctly refers [ad ix 8a) 
the verse sphutam arthdlamkaram to Rudrata (iv 32). Samu- 
drabandha (p. 6) and Hemacandra (p. 286 Comm.) refers 
rightly to Rudrata vii 38-40 and vii 27 respectively. Ruyyka, 
which discussing Rudrata’s views, does not refer to his 
treatment of the rasas at all. On the other hand, Baladeva 
Vidyabhusana (p. 35) cites vamata durlabhatvam from Sriigra- 
tiU (ii 41), and correctly refers to the author as Rudra. 
Vallabhadeva in his anthology cites a number of verses from 
the Kavyalamkara (42 1 = ii 17; 730 = iii 57; 1 387 = vi 10 ; 
i667 = ii 30; 2047 = vii 71; 2o6i = vii 33; 2234 = vii 41; 
2409 = vii 32), and with two exceptions, , gives the name of 
the author correctly as Rudrata. Similarly ^^arugadhara 
quotes eight verse from the Srngaradil. (3409 = 195 ; 3567= 
i 35 ; 3568 = i 81; 3670=11 107 ; 3S78«n 12 ; 3579=11 Sp ; 
3675= i 51 ; 3754- i 30), and with two exceptions, agafii, 




96 


^AN8E|«T POETICS 

( 3 ) 


Rudrabhatta’s date is uncertain ; but as Hemacandra 
(p. 110) is the oldest writer to quote and criticise 
his mahffaktrVtirse (i 1), we should place him between 
Rudrata and Hemacandra, i. e. later than the 9th 
century but earlier, probably not much earlier, than 
the 1 2th. One verse, however, of lludra, which 
cannot be traced in his ^fhgara-tilalca, is quoted by 
Dhanika (iv 60, ed. N. S. P. 1917, p. 103) ; and if 
this Rudra is the same as our author, he should be 
placed before the end of the 10th century.^ 

( 4 ) 

TEE GOMMENTATOUS ON BTJDBATA 

VALLABHADEVA 

Vallabhadeva’s commentary on Budratldm,kara, 

refers them correctly to Rudra. The two exceptions of 
Sarhgadhara (viz. 3773 and 3788) are wrongly attributed to 
Rudra ; but Vatlabhadeva quotes the very same verses ( 2234 
and 1667), and correcting the mistake refers them rightly 
to Rudrata. Vallabhadeva's two exceptions (2247 and 3122) 
cannot be found in Rudrata to whom they are attributed, 
nor in Rudra. Jalhana attributes 21 verses to Rudra, of 
which 5 cannot be traced in his work. Of these, kirn, gauri 
mam occurs in Rudrate ii 15 ; amka sete’tm occurs in Kavi. 
vacana-samuc. sos = 5 «Ma.j'’ 2247 (attributed to Rudrata) = 
Sddukti-karm'* ii 73 (attributed to Bha^ta); ekakim yad ahalU 
is attributed wrongly to Rudra (as in the Paddhati 3773) but 
correctly assigned by Vallabhadeva to Rudrata. 

I Dhanika also quotes anonymously from Rudrata (xii 
(41 in his comm- on iv 35, ed. N. S. P. 
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referred to by himself in his commentary on Magha 
(on iv 21, vi 28) i-j the earliest known commentary 
on Rudrata and is still to be recovered. Vallabha- 
deva, who bore the surname of Param&ratha-cihna 
and who describes himself as the son of Rajanaka 
Anandadeva^, is a well-known commentator on 
several standard poetical works, including those of 
KAIidasa, Magha, Mayura and Ratnakara. He was 
apparently a Kashmirian and probably belonged to 
the first half of the 10th century ; for his grandson 
Kayyafa, son of Candraditya, wrote a commentary 
on Anandavardhana’s Devl-mtaka^ in 977-78 A.D., 
during the reign of Bhimagupta of Kashmir (977- 
82 A.D.). His preceptor was Prakasavarsa who, 
Hultzsch thinks, is perhaps identit'al with the poet 
Prakasavarsa, who is quoted by SttlJumtdvall and 
Samgadhivci-paddhti and who wrote a commentary 
on Bharavi (Aufrocht i 34)7). Our author must be 
distinguished from Vallabhadeva, the author of the 
SubhdsitdvaU, who is assigned by Aufrocht to the 
16th century®. From Hultzsch’s list of Vallabha’s 
quotations in his commentary on Magha, it is interest- 
ing to note that he cites Medhavirudra, Bhamaha, 

1 In the closing verse of his comm, on Vakrbkti-paUcaHka 
Anandadeva seems to have held some high appointment 
in Kashmir (colophon in Kavyamiila pt. i, p. 114; Mitra x 
no. 4064). 

2 See footnote to the ed. of Vakrbkti-paficamkZi in 
Kavyamala, pt i, pp. ici-2: and to &d. oi Devlrkataka 
in ibid, pt ix, p. i. Cf Hultzsch’s pref. to Meghaduta p. ix. 

3 Biihler {Kunst Poesie p. 71) however thinks that this 
Vallabhadeva flourished between 1400 and 1450 A.D. 
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UdbhatH, Bhatti and the Vi^malrtiiia-llla (apparent- 
ly the Prakrit poem of Auandavardhana). 

NAMI-SADHU 

After Vallabhadeva, comes Nami (known as 
Nami'SSrdhu or Nami-pa^dita), who is described 
as a Sveta-viksu, indicating that he was a Jaina be- 
longing to that persuasion. He describes himself 
as “ the bee that sucked houuy from the lotus-feet 
of dri-^libhadra Suri, the ornament of the gaccha of 
the city of TharSpadra VVe know that Jinabhadra 
Suri, who was a pu[)il of {^.ilibhadra, wrote in sanwat 
1 204 *=1148 A. D. ‘ ^alibhadra is also referred to 
as Srl-sali-suri in another work of Nami’s called 
Sadcivaagaka-fika, of which the date is given in the 
work itself as sa>n<?o/ 1122*= lOGG A.D.® In one of 
the concluding verses of his commentary on Kudrafa, 
Nami states that this commentary was composed in 
sa'ijwat 1125= lOGO A.D.® Among the writers on 
Poetics cited by Nami on lludrafa, we find the names 
of Bharata (p. 150, 156, 164), Medhavirudra (pp. 2, 
9, 145), Bhfimaha (p. 2, 116), Da^din (pp. 2, 5, 169), 
Vamana (pp. 11, 100, 116), Udbhata (pp. 69, 82, 150) 
and the Arjuna-cariia by Anandavardhana. He also 

1 Peterson i p. 68. 

2 Peterson iti p. 13. 

3 paiica-vhrimti sanij/ukiair ekTkiam sainZisatoik j vikra- 
vuU samatikriintaih py^vritidiiui samarthitant. The readiiig 
pahca^imhati'^ in this verse is doubted on the autliority of 
Kielhorn’s ^m-lcaf MS {Rtport, t88o-8i, p. 63) which reads 
instead %a\-saptati^ , This new reading will pl4ce Nanu 'mutch 
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cites Tilaka-tAa^arl (on xvi 3) apparently of Dhana* 
pftla, and one Jayadeva on prosody (on i 18, 20)^. 

aSadhara 

Peterson (ii. p. 85) brought to our notice another 
Jaina commentator on Rudrata, called A^hara, son 
of Sallaksana and Ratni. He was a Jaina teacher 
who lived till sanivat 129 G »=1240 A.D. He should 
be distinguished from AsSdhara, son of RSmajl 
Bhatta, a very late writer who composed a comment- 
ary on Appayya’s Kuvalaydnanda^. At the end of 
his Dhdrtndmi'tci, our AsSdhara gives his own history. 
He belonged to the family of VySghreravala and was 
the son of SallaksaQ.a (or Laksa^a) and Ratni. He 
was born in the fortress of Ma^dalakara situated in 
the country round the Sakambharl (Sambhar) Lake. 
He had by his wife Sarasvatl a son named Charhada, 
who was a favourite of Arjunavarman of Mslava 
(first quarter of the 13th century). After the inva- 
sion of Sahibadina, king of the Turuskas (apparently 
/SAah5bu-d-din OAdr, Sultan of Delhi, who vanquished 
PrthurSja in 1193 A.D.), A^dhara emigrated to 

later ; but it is not supported by other MSS (e.g. Mitra 3102 ; 
Stein 61 ; Peterson i p. 16), as well as by the evidences 
adduced above from other sources. Kielhorn’s reading is 
obviously incorrect in itself, because it makes the verse 
deficient in metre. 

1 Also quoted by Janardana, ABod 198a. Wrote a 
Ckanddhrhastra, Kielhorn Report 1890-81 p. 87. 

2 The two are confused ;by Aufrecht i S4b and, following 
him, by HarlcSnd Ssstrl p. 18. 
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to© 

MSlaTa and lived in Dh&rS, where he learned the 
doctrines of Jaina faith and Jinendra-vySkaraijA from 
Pa^dita MahSvIra, pupil of Dharasena. AsSdhara 
was reputed for his learning, being praised by the 
sage XJdayasena, the poet Vilhai^a (sic) and the 
great yati, Madanakirti. He wrote more than 15 
works, of which he gives a list, referring also to his 
commentary on Kudrata^. His Trisasti-smrti-iastm 
was composed in 1236 A.D.® 

1 Peterson ii p. 85 and fn ; Bhandarkar Rep. 1883-84, 
pp, 103-4. 

2 Aufrecht i 54b. 


BlBMOGRAPHy 

Rudrata 

Edition. Kavyamala 2,1886, with Nami’s comm. Our refer- 
ences are to the second edition of this, 1909. 
MSS. Aufrecht i 103a, ii 20b. 

Nami-sadhn 

Edition. Kavyamala 2, 1886, 1909, with the text (see above). 
MSS. Aufrecht ibid. 


AsUdhara 

MSS. Aufrecht i 103a, 779a. No MS of Vallabhadeva'S 
commentary on Rudrata is known. 

Rudrabhatia 

Editions. (1) by Pischel with an introd. Kiel 1886 (2) Kavya- 
mala pt. iii 1887, 1899. Our references are to 
Pischel’s edition. 
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MSS. Aufrecht i 660, n is8a, 230b, Hi 137a ; KBod 
Madras Cat. 12955. 

Commentary. Rasa-tara/hgin% by Gopala Bhatta, son of 
Harivam^ Bhat^ Dravida. See under Com- 
lentators on Mammata and Bhanudatta, 
slow. Mentioned in Kavyamala ed. of the 
!xt (p. III). He calls his author Rudra. If 
the Gopala Bhatta, cited by Kumarasvamin, be 
the same person, then he is earlier than the 
beginning of the 15th century. As Gopala 
Bhatta. appears to be a South Indian writer, 
this conjecture is probable. Oppert’s entry 
of Vana-tarangim (ii 2711, 1787) on Rudrata 
is apparently a mistake for this work, and the 
name Rudrata is a confusion for Rudra. 



VIII THE WRITER ON ALAMKARA 
IN THE AGNI-PHRANA 


The writer on AlamkSra in the Agni-purma 
(ehs. 336-346) attempts to treat the subject in what 
may be described roughly as an eclectic fashion, but 
apparently follows at the same time a tradition which 
is distinct from and probably older than that of the 
Kashmirian school of Anandavardhana. The date 
of this apocryphal work is uncertain ; but there is 
enough evidence to show that the AlamkSra-section 
in it is chiefly a compilation by a writer, who was 
himself no great theorist but who wanted to collect 
together and present a workable epitome, conforming 
in essentials to the teachings of no particular system, 
yet gathering its material from all sources. This is 
apparent not only from its independent, if somewhat 
loosely joined and uncritical treatment, but also from 
the presence of verses culled from Bharata, BhSmaha, 
DaQ.4in and pKobably other old unknown writers^, 
Bharata is cited by name in Agni 339, 6, and a lai^e 
part of of its treatment of natga, nfiyct,, ahhinaya anjd 

I Thus the verse ahhidhenna sambandhat {Agni 344, 
11-12), which is also cited anonymously by Mamma^a {Sabda- 
tya/5® p. 8) and in the Kamadhenu on Vamana IV. 3. 8, is 
attributed to one Bhartrmitra by Mukula (p. 17). The, verse 
is not traceable in Bhartrhari. 
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rcwa follows Bharata’s exposition, even to the literal 
borrowing and paraphrase of some of his well-known 
vemes. Thus 338, 12»=Bharata vi 36, Agni 
338, 7*8 Bharata vi 39. Tne definition of poetry 
{Agni 336, 6) and of poetic figure {Agni 341, 17) are 
copied literally from Da]^4iu i 10 and ii 1 respectively. 
Cf also Agni 336, 13 = Da^din i 29«Bhamaha i 27 ; 
Agni 336, 23, 25, 26-.Daij.din i 12, 15, l7 = Bhamaha 
i 20. This will be enough to indicate not only the 
general nature of the v/^ork, but also the probability 
that these chapters of the Purana were compiled 
later than Daijidin. Thus we get one terminus to 
its date at the first half of the 8th century. The 
other terminus is given by the anonymous quotation 
of Agni 338, 10-1 1 by Auandavardhana (p. 222), who 
fiourished in the middle of the 9th century^. We can- 
not draw any definite inference from the Agni~jmra^as 
omission of a direct reference to VSmana’s teachings, 
although the definition of the term vakrdkti bears some 
resemblance (341, 33) to Rudrafa’s novel characterisa- 
tion of the same figure (ii 14-16)*. On the other 
hand, this section of the Agni-purana is not cited 
as an authority iu the sphere of Poetics (if we except 
Bhoja's anonymous appropriations) until we come to 
the time of VisvanStha. Whatever may be the date 

1 The tradition of opinion embodied in the Agni-pura'^a 
is followed and further developed by Bhoja in his Sarasvafx- 
A® ; and this fact will certainly place the former work at least 
earlier than the i ith century. 

2 This point need not be emphasised : for this idea of 
vakrokti .was prevalent, as Ratnakara’s poem shows, in the 
gth century. 
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of the Purc^ as a whole, which is a kind of an am- 
bitious cyclopaedia, incorporating sections on various 
departments of knowledge, we may, from what has 
been said, be justified in assigning the alarfikara- 
section to the beginning of the 9th century. This date 
is supported also by one of the most striking features 
of the work, which consists in the omission of all 
references to the dA»a»i-theory, although the concept 
of dhvani is casually included in the figure Sk^epa^, 
after the manner of most old authors, who flourished 
before that theory came into prominence®. 

1 The word dhvani is also used in the opening verse of 
this section (336, i; cf Bhoja i i); but apparently it alludes 
to the grammatical word, which reveals the sphota and which 
is indicated by the same term in the Vakpapadlfa. Bhoja, 
in following this work, makes the same omission ; but he 
betrays, in many places, a knowledge of the views of Ananda- 
vardhana and his followers. 

2 Cf Ruyyaka pp. 3f. 

Bibliography 

Ekiitions. The work has been printed frequently in India, 
of which the Biliotheca Indica ed. of Rijendra- 
lala Mitra, 1878, is the most useful. Our refer- 
ences are to this edition. Translation into 
English in two vols. by Manmathanatha 
Datta, Calcutta 1903. 

MSS. See Aufrecht. 



IX THE DHVANIKAKA AND 
ANANDAVARDHANA 


( 1 ) 

Auaudavardhaua has been assigned by Biihler 
and Jacobi to the middle of the ninth century, 
on the strength of Rajortarangiipi v 84, which 
makes him one of the ornaments of the court 
of Avantivarnian, 855-84 A.D. We are pretty certain 
of the time of Abhinavagupta, Anandavardhana’s 
commentator ; for, as he himself states, his 
Vftti on the l8vara-][n'atyabhijw was written in 
10 15 A.D., while his Krama-stotra was composed 
in 901 A.D. From Abhinavagupta’s remarks at 
the end'^of his ^Locana commentary on uddyotas i 
and iii of the Bhvanydloha, it appears that the study 
of this famous work was traditional in his family, 
and that his own commentary was composed as a 
rejoinder to another, called the CandriM (p. 
60), written by one of his predecessors in the 
same gotra ^ ; and four times in his '^Locano> 
(pp. 123, 174, 185, 215) he discusses or 

controverts the views of this earlier commentator, 
who is specifically referred to as the Candrikft- 

1 candfikiirkaras tu patkitam,..ity’alafiii, p^^ivk/arfkyailt 
taiw vivadena bakuna, p. 185 ; ttjhalcmi Miia-4tirva/a» 
sSkatm vivSdem, o. etc. 

U. 
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kSra at pp. 178 and 185.i This should certainly 
allow some generations to lie betwOen A-Uanda- 
var(Uiana and Abhinavagupta, and negative 
completely Pischel’s contention that in three 
passages Abhinavagupta speaks of Anandavardhana 
as one of his teachers. These passages occur at 
pp, 37, 183, and 214 of the printed text but a 
perusal of them with reference to their context 
will show that the honorific word guvu, if it 
at all refers to Anandavardhana, must refer to him, 
not literally but figuratively, as parmjip^a- 
guru, whose work was held in esteem in ,'his 
family® ; or (which is more likely) the reference 
is to one or other of Abhinavagupta’s teachers, 
such as Bhatta Tauta, or BhattondurSja, 
the former of whom is cited as asmad- 
upMhyayah or asmad-guravah very often in 
Abhinava’s commentary on Bharata. Again, 
Kayyata states that he wrote his commentary on 
Auandavardhana’s Devi-sataka (ed. KavyamalS, 
pt. ix) at about 977 A.D., so that by the end of the 
tenth century Anandavardhana was well enough 
established in fame to have two such learned com- 
mentators. Finally, Rajasekhara, who lived about 


I. This is also referred to in a punning verse 

at the beginning of Mahimabhatta's Vyakti-^ivtka (i 5 ) : 
dkvam-vartinany-ati-gahaHe skhcUitaiv vaifySh pade paeU 
sulabham / rabhasena yat pravftti prakbsakarib caudrikAdy- 
adr^Mtva, on which the commentator candril^ 

jyotsm eUvam-viMra’Q^grtmthdpi i). 

2 Jaeotu, WZJ^MXv, 
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it&9 Dnd of the 9th and the begmeing of the lOth 
oentuiy, meotioDS and cites Anandavardhana by 
name in his K&vyarm%mar{isa (p. 16), and thife should 
certainly clear up any doubt as to. the aathentieity 
of the date assigned by Kalhajja and accepted by 
Biihler and Jacobi. 


( 2 ) 

The celebrated work on Poetics known as 
Dhmnydhha (also called E^vydloka^ or Sahfdayd- 
lokd), of which or a part of which, Anandavardhana 
is reputed to be the author, may be distinguished into 
two parts, viz. (l) the Karika, consisting of verses and 
treating of dhmni, and (2) the VftU, or exposition, 
generally in pro.sa with illustrative verses, of the 
above Kdrikd,. Now the question has been raised 
whether the Kdrika and the Fftti are of the same 
authorship or should be attributed to different 
authors. 

Abhinavagupta, who is followed in this respect 
by several later writers on Poetics, carefully disting- 
uishes between the K5rik5k5ra and the VyttikSra, 
by directly opposing them, and also by using the 
term ertU-gmntha in contradistinction to the 
Mrikd^. In three of these passages (pp. 123, 130-1 ; ch. 

1 The work is called KSvydloka by Abhinava. 

2 PP* I. 59. S9-6o, 6o, 71, 78, 85, 104, 123, 130-1 ; ch 

Iv pp. 29, 37, 38, 39, 40 in the Journal of the D^t. of 
Letters, Calcutta University. For these passages collected 
:ogether, see S. K. De in the oftkeSchl of Orient. 

Stud, i, pt. 4, p. 3, and HaricSnd ^strl e^. at, on. 8(^87. 
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*v p. 29) AWunavagupta expressly tries to riceneile 
the conflicting views expressed by the KSrik&karS 
and the V rttikSra. 

Biihler ^ first drew attention to this point : and 
Jacobi relying on Abhinavagupta’s testimony, 
put forward the suggestion that the Dhvanikara, 
the supposed author of the Kariha, was a different 
and older writer who should be distinguished from 
Anandavardhaua, the author of the Vplti. In 
support of this, it has been pointed out that one 
does not find complete agreement of opinion between 
the two parts of the work, although the one is an 
exposition of the other. On the other hand, it seems 
that the system as given in its bare outline by the 
KSrikakSra in his concise verses has been considerably 
expanded, revised, and modified by the VrttikSra ; 
and many problems not discussed or even hinted at 
by the former are elaborately treated of by the 
latter. In one place, for instance (p. 123), Abhinava- 
gupta clearly points out that the classification of 
dhoani according to vastu, alarjdca/ra, and rasddi 
is not expressly taught in any kdrihd ; while in 
another place in ch. iv, Abhinavagupta states that 
the question as to the source of the endless variety 
of artha in poetry is mentioned by the VrttikSra 
but not touched upon by the KSrikSkSra. Indeed, 
it seems that Anandavardhana in his classical P'ftH 
attempted to build up a more or less complete 
system of Poetics upon the loosely joined ideas 

I Kashtnir Rep. p. 6$. 

3 ZD MG, 1902, p. 405f. 
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and ^terials supplied by the .bnef kaHkSs i and 
his success was probably so marvellous that in 
course of time the K&rik&kara receded to the 
background, completely overshadowed by the more 
important figure of his formidable expounder ; and 
people considered as the DhvanikSra not the 
author of the few memorial verses but the 
commentator Anandavardhana himself, who for 
the first time fixed the theory in its present form. 
The term ‘‘Dhvanikftra” itself came gradually to 
be used in the generic sense" of “the creator of 
the Dhvani School”, and therefore indiscriminately 
applied by later writers to Anandavardhana, who, 
though not himself the founder pf the system, 
came to receive that credit for having first 
victoriously introduced it in the struggle of the 
schools. 

It is not surprising, therefore, that in the 
apocryphal verse ascribed to Rsjasekharn in 
Jalha^, Anandavardhana is regarded as the 
founder of the d^vani-theory. Similarly, Samudra* 
bandha (p. 4), passing in review the five schools of 
Poetics before Ruyyaka, mentions Anandavardhana 
as the founder of the fifth or last Dhvani School. 
This would also explain the two groups of 
apparently puzzling citations from the Dhvcm^dlohct 
met with in the works of later writers, in which 
they either confuse or identify Anandavardhmia 
with the BhyanikSra. On the one hand, we have 
several kSHkda cited under the name of Xnanda* 
TArdhana, while on the other, several passives 
which occur in the Fftti are given under the name 
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<it tlie Diitanife|h:a. Tlus oimfusion was so ootuplette 
in la^ stHtera that wen in the latter part of the 
Ofeventh century Mahimabhattftj who professed to 
demolish the new theory by his fierce onslaught 
in the Vyakti-viveka, quotes from the KaHkS, 
and the VfUi indiscriminately under the generic 
appellation of the DhvanikSra. In the same way 
K^roendra, in the last quarter of the eleventh 
century, and Hemacandra, in the first quarter of 
the. twelfth, make Anandavardhana responsible 
for karikds iii 24 and i 4 respectively, whilq still 
later writers like Jayaratha, Visvanatha, Govinda, 
and KumSrasvSrain regard Anandavardhana him- 
self as the DhvanikSra, to whom the Karikd, as 
well as the Vptti, is attributed Mammafa, 
generally a c.vreful writer, distinguishes Ananda- 
vardhana from the writer of the Mrikas, whom 
he styles dkvamkHra or dhvanikft (pp. 213 and 
214), but in one place (p. 445) he apparently falls 
into confusion and ascribes to the DhvanikSra a 
verse which Undoubtedly belongs to the Vftti. 

( 3 ) 

If the DhvanikSra, is thus distinguished from 
A-Uandavardhana, the question naturally arises — 

i Kforioendra, AMci^a-viOra, p. ti^^DAvamd- 
UAfl iii 24 ;< Hemacandm« Comm. p. tdaValtebhiideVa, 
i $ 7 = PApattydUAai 4 i Gorinda Tlwifekuray rds 
Dhvunydloka p. 221 ; Vilvanitha, p. i\\’=^Dhvanfdaiih(t, 
p. 150 ; Jayaratha, p. DAvtmifdioka p, iii ; 
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1^0 WAS ^is BhvAniliieA^ and daie shouU' 

bs assigned to him f Abhinavagu^ does not 
give iis any informtdion o« this pmnt. Jacobi, 
in the learned introduction to his trfmslation of 
the Dhvanpdloha, and following him, Hari<^nd 
^trl pose the questicm very ably without, however, 
furnishing a precise soluticm. Sovani’ s hypothesis^ 

that the name of the unknown Kftrikak&u was 
Sahrdaya, is hardly convincing, for his grounds for 
this identification are that (1) one of the alternative 
uam^s of the work itself is Sahvddydloka and that 
(2) the use of the words sahvdaya and kavi’SHthrdaya 
at the, end of chapter iv of the Dkvanydloka and 
in the beginning of Abhinavagupta's commentary is 
significat^tly corroborative. It is well known, however, 
as HarieS^d ^tri points out, that the vfordstthrdaya 
(lit, a man with a heart) is used in innumerable 
places in Al^iukftra literature^ as in the verses in 
question, to designate a man of taste, a judge of 
literary beauty, a connoisseur of rasa. Ananda- 
vardhana himself discusses mhrdayatea at some 
length in his Vftti (p. 16o), and Alhinavagnpta 
arrives at a concise definition . of a sahrdofet thus ; 
(p. 11) j^hfydnuiSkmMhy^a^vtiidd vUa^ 

Wide mmo’-mukure v<*p^mi^^ammyi^kavam- 
hrdayorm^ddalMi^h actht'daysH^ a 
defraition which became so much standardized that 

sv&mnj p. C4^DAvaaj'difika iii 3* All the passs^s aie 
colfecled tic^ether. and arranged in Haricand l§i^ pp. 

MM- 

i, IRAS. 1010. DD, 
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H^inacandi'a does not scruple to copy it literally 
(Comm. p. 3)‘. 

[n tile absence of materials it is very difficult 
to decide the question finally. Jacobi maintains, 
on the indication of a passage in Abhinava, that 
this unknown Dhvanikara was a contemporary of 
Manoratha, who is placed by Kalhaija’s Baja- 
tatrangitjx (iv 497 and 671) in the reign of JaySpida 
and his successor Lalit^plda, i.e. in the first part 
of the ninth century (about 780*813 A.D.) ; but 
there are difficulties which seriously stand in the 
way of our arriving at a definite decision on this 
point. While discussing the various theories which 
deny the existence of dhvani, Anandavardhana 
quotes a verse anonymously with the remark, tathd 
cdnyena kfta evdtra 4lokai^, upon which Abhinava- 
gupta in his gloss remarks : tutkd cdnyem iti. 
gratdhakvt-iomdm-lcMa-bMvh^^ mamratha'imnm 
kaviti^. If we suppose that by granthakft 
Abhinavagupta means Anandavardhana, then 
Manoratha, who is thus made a contemporary of 
the latter, lives in middle or second part of the 
ninth' century, i.e. somewhat later than the date 
assigned to him by Kalha^a, presuming of course 
that both the Manorathas are identical persons. 
If, on the other hand, we suppose that granthakft 

I Mammata begins his work (p. lo) with a reference to 
kavi and sahrdaya, who are etymologically distinguished 
by Vidyadhara (p. 2i) ; and both Mamma^a and 'Visva 
hatha declare that the sahrdaya alone can have a true percep- 
tion of rasa in poetry. 




j)HVAN«iaM* km JHASDAVABiyaANA i ja 

^©feB8, a& tTseobi coii|ectuyaBi to' the auouyiaiotis 
iWk-vatoikfea, we ere confronted with the fresh diffi- 
culty that by the term granthahrt Abh4navaguf)ta 
invariably means Anandavardhana (pp. 12, 37, 90, 
etc.). To* remove this difficulty \ve must suppose 
ekher (l) that Kalhana is wrong, as Pischel arguesj 
iu assigning Manoratha to the reign of JaySpIda 
and LalitSpida, (2) that the two Manorathas were 
not identical persons, or (3) that Abhinavagupta 
himself has confused the KarikSkara with the 
Vrttikara in a manner not usual with him. As 
there are no definite means of deciding any one of 
these equally plausible propositions, the conjecture 
that the original Dhvanikara was a contemporary of 
the Manoratha of Kalha^ cannot be taken to have 
been definitely proved 

( 4 ) 

It seems, ou the other hand, that the harikas 
date back to an earlier time than the first quarter 
of the ninth century, in which the DhvanikSra is 
placed by Jacobi as a eoqtemporary of Manoratha. 
The allusion to Manoratha and the apparent dis~ 
crepancy in K.alhaQa’8 statement need not trouble 
us, nor need we challenge the otherwise trustworthy 
testimony of Abhinavagupta ; for it is quite reason- 
able to suppose that the Manoratha under discussion 
is perhaps a poet who was, Abhinavagupta says, 
contemporaneous with Anandavardhana,., and there- 
fore quite ■ a diffisrent person from the well-known 

15 
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Manoratha of Kalha^a. This is perhaps a much 
simpler explauatiou than straining the word 
gnxnihakft to mean the ElSrikSkSra in the>&ce of 
Abhinavagupta’s own distinct indication to the 
contrary ; and in this way we are not affected in the 
least by Elalhau.a’s Manoratha, with whom we have 
nothing to do. If, on the other hand, we place the 
Dhvanikara in the time of Kalhaua’s Manoratha, this 
would only leave a bare margin of two generations 
between the KarikakSra and the VrttikSra, which 
does not seem to be enough to make rooni for a 
period of scholastic exposition of the former, of 
which undoubted traces are preserved' to us inthe 
few memorial verses— paritem-atoto (pp. 34, 180, 
137, 147, 163), sai^graha-slohas (pp. 87, 223), 

saiig,k^epa-§lokas (pp. 44, 74, 243) — incorporated by 
Anandavardhana in his Vrtti, which itself, therefore, 
is not likely to be the first of its kind. These iloJcas 
are a sort of recapitulation-stanzas which are 
adduced by the Vrttikara from unknown sources 
sometimes to explain the meaning of the ks,rikh$, 
but more often to amplify and supplement them. 
6ut at the same time we need not suppose a very 
long intervening period between the original dog- 
matic formulator of a theory and its first thought- 
ful expounder : for it is not necessary that a system 
should always require a long stretch of time in 
forming itself. The phenomenon is not unusual 
that if a literary or intellectual movement is already 
afoot and is, at it were, in a fervescent state, a few 
generations, or at most a century, are enough to bring 
it to the ineritable culmination, or at least to some 
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pt^liminary completion. If we suppose that a system 
of dhvatti had been in existence at a very early 
period, we should expect to find, as we do find 
bo a certain extent, in the case of the msa-theory, 
its influence working, at least indirectly, on the earlier 
Writers who preceded Anandavardhana, although 
this argument in itself does not carry with it a 
decisive force. It may be admitted, on the other 
hand, that the Dhvanik&ra apparently shows himself 
conversant with some theories of rasa, rlH and alari%- 
hokra. But this neither proves nor disproves his own 
antiquity or that of his system, for there is no evidence 
to show that he was aware of the particular views 
of BbSmaha, Daqdin. or Vamana who championed 
these theories ; nor are these writers to be taken, 
like the DhvanikSra hifnself, as the absolute founders 
of the systems they indivi«lually represent. It only 
goes to establish that the ' theory, enunciated by 
the DhvanikSra, may have existed side by side with 
these systems, as we find them in the extant works : 
for it could not have been much later, inasmuch as 
such a supposition would bring it too near the time of 
Anandavardhana himself. If the DhvanikSra was 
contemporaneous with Daij.din or VSmana, he may 
be placed at most a century earlier than his commen- 
tator in the first half of the 8th century. 

( 5 ) 

If Anandavardhana gave the final authoritative 
to the dlboMi^-theorv fonly the details of which 
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;W«re worked out by Abhinavagupta and- otiiers), 
the anonymous DhvanikSra was not its absolute 
creator. This is made clear by the first karika, 
which tells us that the theory was already taught 
by earlier thinkers, and that it existed even at the 
time of the Dhvanikara himself in various forms, 
handed down, as Anandavardhana explains, in un- 
broken tradition {paramparaya yah samamnatah), 
although it may not have been explained, as 
Abhiriava adds in his gloss, in particular books 
{avicchiunena p>vavahena tair etad nktani, vin4pi 
visista-pustakem mvecanddityabhiprayah, p. 3). 
This implies without doubt that the school existed 
from a very early time, but some unknown write)- 
gathered together, summed up, and fixed the theory 
i« a form which obtained considerable literary 
esteem for his work and the honoured but some- 
what vague appellation of the DhvanikSra for him- 
self. But his name and fame, in course of 'tirne, 
were eclipsed by those of his great Vrttikara, who 
succeeded in establishing the theory for all time 
and to whom posterity began to ascribe, not -al- 
together undeservedly, all the honours of his 
predecessor, so that one of the latest writers on 
Alainkara, Kumarasvarain (p. 288), glorifies him with 
the curious but significant epithet — Dhvanyhcftrya. 

( C ) 

Very little is known of Ausudavardhana’s ; per- 
.sonal history. The colophon at the, #ud of oh. Ui e-f 
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liis work in .the India Office MS .calls him, nwfdp&db- 
y^ydtmaja, .while the colophon to ch. iv gives the 
form jouopcidhya/ifctj. Of these two forms of the 
name of his ft\±her, the former seems to be correct, 
for referring to Aiiandavardhana’s Devl-^ataka, Hema* 
eandra (Cornin. p. i‘25) cites its author as nona-autab 
arimad-diiandavoirdhana-ndma. Kayyafa also, com- 
menting on the last punning verse of the same work, 
refers to the author as the son of Nop.a, and mentions 
his two works, the Vimmalana-Uld and Arjnncircarita, 
supposed to have been punningly alluded to in that 
verse. Both these works are cited in Anandavar- 
dhana’s F'rfti, an<l the former appears to be a Prakrit 
poem. Anandavardhana himself refers to another 
work of Jiis own at ]>. 233, on which Abhinava adds 
the gloss ; gi'anthdntara iti oiniscciya-Hkdydm dharmo- 
ttamdydm [dharmott(midya'^~\ yii vivt'iir, amtind 
gmntha-krta kftd, Abhinava in Locana iv (p. 31) 
refers to another work of Anandavardhana’s, called 
Toittvdloka, in which the latter is said to have discuss- 
ed, among other things, the relation between Jodoyct- 
no,ya and smWa-nayd. 


( 7 ) 

ABHINAVAGUPTA 

Abhinavagupta’s fame rests chiefly on his philo* 
sophical works on Kashmir ^aivaism, but he appears 
also to have , attained a considerable imputation in the 
realm of Poetics V)y his two remarkable commentaries 
on Bharata and on Anandavardhana, called respect- 
ively AbhinavfH-Ui'Sr^ti and Kmydlokarlocana. He 
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also cites in his ®£oc<*Ra (p. 178, also p. 29) another 
noimuentary (vivaram) of his own, now lost, on the 
Kmxjiirhxntuka (apparently dealing with AlarnkSra) by 
oije of his teachers (asmad’UpadhifSpa) Bhatta Tauta. 
Nothing is known of this Bhatta Tauta (also called 
Bhatta Tota) ; but it appears that Abhinava’s com- 
mentary on Bharata was probably inspired by this 
teacher, who is cited there very frequently, just as 
his ^Locana was inspired by his other teacher Bhatte- 
nduraja. The Kdvya-hautuka is also referred to in 
the anonymous commentary on the Vyakti-viveka 
[p. 13) ; and Hernacandra (p. 316) quotes three verses 
from Bhatta Tauta in his text and reproduces (p. 59) 
in his commentary (appropriating the passage directly 
from Abhinava on Bharata) an opinion of this teacher 
in connexion with the theory of rasa. Ksemendra 
in bis Ancitya-vicara (under si. 35) attributes to 
Tauta a fragment of a verse which is given in full 
t>ut anonymously by Hernacandra (p. 3)^. Tauta 
is also cited by Candldasa in his ^Dlpika commentary 
oh Mammata. 

Bhatta Tauta, together with Bhattenduraja, who 
is extravagantly praised in the ^Looana and whose 
relation to Abhinava we have already discussed, were 
probably his preceptors in Kavya and AlamkSra. 
His references to his instructors in philosophy, like 
Sidhicela®, Laksma^agupta and others, in his philosO' 
phical works possess no interest for us ; but it may be 
noted that Abhinava, in his PratyabhytichfiHMrHni 

1 This verse is ascribed, perhaps wrongly, to Mamaha 
(ox Bhiinaha?) in Kamadhenu on Vamana, p. 4, ed. Benares. 

2 See Pref. to the ed. of ch iv, cited above. 
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laghu-Vftti, refers to Utpala as his paramorguru, the 
teacher of his teacher. This description of Utpala is 
repeated in his Locana (p. 30), where Ahhinava 
discusses the term pratyabhijna, used in the text 
(i 8), aud refers to what is said on this point by 
Utpala. This Utpala is well known in the history 
of Kashmir ^aivaism as the author ot the ISvara- 
pratyabhijna (on whose sutra and Vi-tti, Abhinava 
wrote a laghuvvtti Rud a hfhati v{'tti respectively) and 
is assigned by Btihler (ojx cit. p. 7 9) to the first hal f 
of the 10th century. From what Abliiuava himselt 
says in his numerous works of Kashmir Saivaisiu, 
we may indicate the line of spiritual succession {guru- 
para/i]fipara) thus: SoinSnanda— vUtpala— v Laksmaija- 
gupta-^-Abhinavagupta ; SomSnanda being probably 
a pupil of Vasugupta who is taken as the earliest 
founder of the Pratyabhijna-^stra. 

In the concluding portion of his ParutrimUka- 
vivctrwm, Abhinava gives us an interesting personal 
and genealogical account, in which he tells us that 
he was the son of KSsmIraka Cukhala^ and grandson 
of VarShagupta, and had a brother named Mano- 
rathagupta. As already stated, Abhinava’s date is 
easily gathered from his own dating of some of his 
works, and may be fixed with certainty at the end 
of the 10th and the beginning of the 11th century . 

I Biihler’s MS has k’^htdraka viculaka {op. cit. p. civ) as 
well as '^cukhala (p. civil). 

Bibliography 

Anandavardhana 

Edition. With the karika and '‘Lacana in Kawamila 2$, 
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1890, 19 1 1 ; translation into German wft^ an 
introd. by Hermann Jacobi in ZDMG Ivi-lvii, 
1902-03. (reprinted separately, Leipzig 1903). 
Our references are to the Kavyam'ila ed. of 191 1. 
MSS. Aufrecht i 273b, iii 59a. 

y i bhinavagupta 

Editions, (i) Kavyamala 25, ii 590 , 1911 with the text (first 
three uddyotas only) (2) Fourth uddyota 
without the text by the present writer in the 
Journal of the Department of Letters ^ CdAcntidi 
LJniv. 1923. The full title is KTivydloka-locana. 
MSS. Aufrecht i 273b, ii 59a, iii 59a. Burnell 55a probably 
contains all the four uddyotas ; also Madras 
Cat. 1 2893-94 (the last number containing only 
the fourth uddyota., while the otiier one all the 
4 uddyotas). Aufrecht's entry (i 49) of manda- 
va rdha ulyndcavydla // t/ca radcamadhenu-iTika i n- 
volves a twofold error, due perhaps to Oppert’s 
inaccurate entry ; for the designation ananda- 
vardhamya is incorrect, and by Kavyalarrikara- 
KamadhenudykTi is probably meant the com- 
mentary of that name on Vamana (see p. 84 
above), mixed up through a confusion with 
Abhinava’s ^Locana. ' 

Commentaries, (i) Locana-vyZikhya-kaumud^ by Faramc- 
svaracarya. Oppert 2694. 

(2) ^Anjana{h, anonymous. Madras Cat. 
12895, extract (only on the first uddyota). 
The author erroneously describes Bhattendu- 
raja as the parama-guru of Abhihava. 

The Candrika comm, on Anandavardhana, referred to 
by Abhinava and others, is apparently lost. 

Abhinava bharafl on Bharata. The Trivandrum Palace 
MS, contains only ch. 18, 19, The MS in the posses- 
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sion of Dr. Ganganath Jha of B.^nares, of which he kindly 
furnished the present writer with a transcript, contains i-6, 7 
(incomplete), 8-31; but there are numerous gaps especially in 
the last few chapters. It follows in general the Trivandrum 
MS. A MS has been recently acquired for the Madras Govern- 
ment Oriental MSS Library which is also incomplete. An 
edition of chaps, vi and vii (on rasa ond bkava) is in prepara- 
tion by the present writer. This voluminous but learned 
commentary deserves to be published. 

No MS has been discovered of Abhinava*s Kavyakautuka- 
vivarana^ or of the Kavya-kautuka itself. 

For citations of poetical and Alamkara works by Ananda- 
vardhana and Abhinavagupta, see preface to the Kavyamala 
ed., and Jacob in JR AS, 1897, pp. 290 and 297. Only 
omit the name of Dhanika given by Jacob as an author 
quoted by Abhinava. 


16 



X EAJASEKHABA 


( I ) 


llajasekhanv, sou ot‘ mahamaiihiu Durdukti <»r 
Duhika and i^ilavati^ and great-grandson of the poet 
AkSlajalada of the Yayavara family, is better known 
as a poet and dramatist than as a writer on Poetics. 
In his Bala rnmoi/rtm i I'i, Rajasekhara describes 
himself as the anther of six works which must have 
existed even licfore tliis [)rcsuinably early production 
of his®. Tt is not known whether his other three 
well-known dramas belong to this period, but it 
appears that he probably composed more than six 
works. Hemacandra (Comm. ]>. 335) cites a work 
of Rajasekhara’s, entitled Tlnra-viJrisfi, as an example 
of a poem which hears the name of its author 
{smnamiUkta), and quotes two verses from the same 
(Comm. pp. 334-335) ; from which Ujjvaladatta also 

1 Bala-raim° ad. {7,12,-, Bala-bha^ ad.'iS; Viddha-hlla^ 
ad \ 2 ). Rajafekhara cal Is himself a Kaviraja {Karpura-maUf 
i 9 ; Viddha-ulaP i 5), which is, according to Kav.mlm., the 
seventh, out the ten stages, of poetic skill, one degree higher 
than that of a mahakavi, 

2 In KarpTim-mafif i 9 we are told that Riijalekhara 
began his career as a bala-kavi, so called apparently from 
his two works Bala-ratnaP and Bala-bha* ; while in this Prakrit 
drama, as well as in Viddha-mla'^ , he appears to have attained 
the distinction of a Kaviraja, 
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(ii 28) gives a half-vei’se. In tlie 
again (xvii p. 08), there is a reference to another 
work of his own, called Bhuvana-kom, for informa- 
tion on universal geograghy. XTjjvaladatta (ii 76) 
also quotes a line from Rajasekhara cm the synonyms 
of Siva, which, if not occurring in the Uara-vilasa, 
was probably taken from an unknown lexicon by him. 

In the two anthologies of Vallabhadeva and 
Ssrhgadhara, we get a considerable number of verses 
ascribed to Rajasekhara. Of these, about 24 have 
been identified by Sten Konow in Rajasekhara’s four 
plays^, but about 10 have not yet Ijeen traced in 
any of his known works, nor are they to be found 
in his Kdvpa-mimmisa. These untraced verses, in- 
cluding most of the memorial verses on the poets, 
probably belong to another and younger Raja- 
s'ekhara®. 

There can be hardly any doubt that the Kmya- 
mtmdmsd should be ascribed to the dramatist 
Rajasekhara, although it is not mentioned in these 
enumerations of Rajasekhara’s works*. Our author 
gives his own name at the end of the first chapter 
as ydydmrtya Rajasekhara, which agrees with the 
description given in the dramas and which makes 

1 cA. KarpUra-inafij^ , 

2 This other Rajasekhara may or may not be the Jaina 
Rajasekhara, author of the P rabandhako^ ( 134 ^ A.D.). Rice 
282 mentions a work called Karpurarasa-mdhjarl by Bala- 
kavi, which apparently refers to Rajasekhara and his well- 
known Prakrit drama, and not to any work on Alamkara. 

3 Aufrecht notes {ABod 1353) t\aX the Kav. is 

cited by name by iSankara in his commentary on Bakuntdla, 
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the later writers cite our author simply as 
The opinions of this yayavara family, to which he 
belonged and in which were born poets and scholars 
like Surananda®, Akalajalada®, Tarala^ and KavirSja, 
are cited frequently by him under the general desig- 
nation yaymarlya’^ , as well as under the individual 
names of these famous members who are enumerated 
in the Balarr^mUyaya i 13 and elsewhere. He also 
quotes with respect the views of his wife Avantisundarl 
(pp. 20, 46, 57), for whose pleasure, we know, he 
wrote his Karpura-ma^ain (i 11) and who seems to 
have been an accomplished authoress. The present 
work does not also omit a display the author’s love 

1 Bata-bha^ i 6, 13; Viddha-sala’* i 5, and Dhanapala 
in Tilaka-mafij^ ed. Kavyamala 85, 1903, hi. 33. Narayana 
Diksita on Viddha-hala. i 5 quotes Devala to show that 
yayavara means a kind of a householder {dvividho grhasthah, 
yayavarah haHnah ca). 

2 an ornament of the country of the Cedis {cedimavtdala- 
mandana, Rajasekhara in Jalhana). His patron Ranavigraha 
is supposed by Bhandarkar {Report, 1887-91, p. xix) to have 
been the brother-in-law of Krsna II of the Ra^frakuta dynasty, 
whose dates range from 875 to 91 1 A.D. Quoted also in Kav. 
mint. p. 75. 

3 RajaSekhara's grandfather. Cited in Sr.Paddhati 
yjj=Subha^’* 843 {dak^iiiatyd). Famous for his poetical 
jems, some of which were plagiarised by Ksdamdarirama 
(Jalhana 23a and b). Called ma/tara^ra-^^amarii in Bala- 
raniaP ; also see Viddha-halaP i 5. 

4 Cited by Jalhana. Author of a work, called probably 
Suvarna-bandha. 

5 PP* 2, 3>4» 10, II, 13, 14, 16, 17, 20, 23, 26, 27, 30, 
3cii 3 Sj 42. 43i 4^1 50 > 5^1 $8, 6t, 62, 63, 78, 90, gt, 94, 99, 
lOa 
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for Prakrit dialects, as well as his knowledge of geo- 
graphy (eh. xvii), of which he gives ample evidence in 
Act X of the Bala-nwiayana. These and other 
details, on which we need not dwell any further, show 
that our Rajasekhara is no other than the well-known 
dramatist. 


{ 2 ) 

The published text of the Kavya-m'mmisa is appa- 
rently the first pai't of a projected extensive volume, 
of which a general summary or scheme is given in the 
first chapter and which is also indicated by occasional 
remarks (like rltayas tisras tas tu purastaf p. 10 and 
tarn aupanisadike vaksyamnh p. 11) relating to topics 
to be dealt with in other succeeding parts. If the 
complete w'ork, as projected, consisted of eighteen 
adhikarams, wo have now only one volume surviving 
on the preliminary topic of kavi-rahasya alone^. 
Kesava Misra (pp. 32, 67) quotes three verses from 
an Alarnkara-work by Rajasekhara, which, if they 
belong to our author, were apparently taken, as their 
contents indicate, from some lost chapters on 
ulhaydlamkaHka and vainodika respectively. 

The popularity of the Kavya-mimomsa with the 
later writers is indicated by the extensive use made 
of it by Ksemendra, Bhoja, Hemacandra and the 
younger Vagbhata. Hemacandra, for instance, has 
literally copied long passages from chs. viii, ix, xiii- 
xviii ; while VSgbhafa has borrowed the same (as 

1 Cf introd. to iSSSn.' mUm, p . xvii-xviif 
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well as other) portions either directly from the same 
source or indirectly through Hemacandra^. 

K/ajasekhara himself is indebted to many rJd 
writers and cites directly the opinions of MedhaAd- 
rudra (p. 12), Udbhata and Audbhatas (pp. 22, 44), 
Vamana and Vamaniyas (pp. 14, 20), Rudrata (p. 
31), Mangala (pp. 11, 14, 16, 20) and Ananda (p. 16), 
besides unnamed authors who are cited under the 
general designation ucarya. We also find the names 
of Aparajita (who is quoted in StibhUsUdvalt 1024, 
and mentioned as a contemporary poet and authoj- 
of Mrgdnkalehhd-katha in Karpura-manjarl, ad i 8 
but given in our text as Aparajiti), Surilnanda, one 
of his ancestors, his wife Avantisundarl, Palyakirti 
(p. 46), ^amadeva (pp. 11, 13, 17) and Vakpatiraja’’ 
(p. 62), all of whom, as the citations sliow, seem to 
have expressed some opinions on the topics under 
discussion. 


( 3 ) 

The date of Rajasekhara has been settled with 
some exactitude. We learn from his four extant 

1 A comparative table is given of these wholesale borrow- 
ings at the end of the notes in the Gaekwad ed. of the text. 

2 pp. 3. 9. 13. i6. 20, 23, 30, 35, 50, 51, 56. 57, 58, 61, 
62, 78, 94, 99. 

3 This VSkpatiraja (Bapai-ma) is apparently the author 
of the Gaudnvaha (middle of the 8th century : Kalhana 
iv 144) and must be distinguished from Mufija-vakpatiraja, the 
7th ParamSra king of Malava, who reigned from 947 to 
995 A.D. See below under DhanafLjaya, 
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plays ^ that he was a teacher (upadhyaya) to a king 
named Mahendrapala (otherwise known as Nirbhaya 
or Nibbhaya), and was also patroiiised by his son 
and successor Mahlpabi®. We also understand 
that one of his plays, the Bala-hharata, was performed 
at a place called Mahddaya, for which he shows a 
partiality also in his Kmya-mimamsa, Fleet has 
shown® that this Mahipala should be indentified 
with the Mahipala of the Asni inscription, dated 
1)17 A.D., and he agrees with Pischel^ that Maho- 
ilaya is another name for Kanyakubja or Kanauj®, 
with which place this king, as well as Mahendrapala, 
is connected in the Siyadoni inscription®. It has 
also been shown by Aufrecht’ and Pischel® that 
Mahendrapala, whose date appears to be 903-07 A.D. 
from Kielhorn's summing up of the names of the four 
sovereigns of Kanauj as presented by the Siyadoni 
inscription, went also by the biruda of Nirbhara or 
Nirbhaya (Nibbhara or Nibbhaya in the Prakrit form), 
a fact of which Fleet seems to have been unaware®. 
From these evidences, it is clear that Rajasekhara 

1 Viddha-«Ula'* i 6 ; Bala-ramii’* i 5 ; Bala-bhafa^ i 7, 
1 1 ; Karpura-mafif** 15,9. 

2 Bala-bhUra^ i 7 - 

3 I A xvi 175-78. 

4 1883, pp. i2i7f. 

5 Cf. BcHa-rHifM^ x ad 87, 89, 90. Rajasekhara’s partiality 
for Mabodaya is also apparent in our text at pp. 8, 94. 

6 El i 170 f, 

7 'LDMG xxvii. 

8 p. 1221. 

9 Fleet further shows {op.dt. p. 175^ that this Mahendra- 
pala must not be taken, as Peterson and Durgaprasada 
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must have flourfehed in the beginning of the 10th 
century, and probably also lived towards the end of the 
9th. This is also supported by the fact that the 
latest writer quoted by Rsjasekhara are RatnSkara 
and Anandavardhaua, who belong to the middle or 
second half of the 9th century, while the earliest writer 
to mention Rajasekhara appears to be the Jaina 
Somadeva, whose YamstilaJca is dated 960 

are inclined to take him, to be identical with the feudatory 
Mahendrapala, whose inscription from Dighwa-Dubauli, dated 
761-62 A.D., he has edited in lA xv 105, and who is distinct 
from the pupil of Rajasekhara. 

I For other details about Rajasekhara see Sten Konow^s 
edition of Kar/>ilra-mahj° (Harvard Orient. Series 4, 1901) 
pp. i75f, which gives a full bibliography. 

BIBLIOGRAPHY 

Edition. With inlrod. and notes by C.D.Dalal in Gaekwad 
Orient. Series i, Baroda 1916. 
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of Tzvo Tours in search of Snnsk. MSS, 1904-6, 
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( ‘ ) 

The date of Dhananjaya may be taken as ap- 
proximately settled. The author informs us (iv 80) 
that he was the son of Visiiu and that he flourished 
in the circle of distinguished literary men surround- 
ing king Munja, who himself seems to have been a 
man of taste and learning, as well as a patron of 
letters. We should not, with Peterson^ confound 
this Munja, better known as Munja-vakpatiraja, 
with Vakpatiraja (or Bappai-raa), the author of 
Gaiiici'Oaha, who lived in the first half of the 8th 
century under king Yasovarman of Kanauj and is re- 
ferred to by Kalhana (iv 144) and Rajasekhara. Our 
Munja appears to be the seventh ruler of the Para- 
mara dynasty of Malava, who, as his own inscriptions 
record*, came to the throne in 974 A.D., succeeding 
his father Harsadeva Siyaka, and reigned till about 
995 A.D., when he was defeated, imprisoned and 
executed, as the Calukya inscriptions attest*, by the 
Calukya Tailapa II. Besides being known as Vak- 

1 introd. to Subhan^ p. 115. 

2 Arch, Survey, Western Ind.\n ioo=IA vi 48-51; I A 
xiv 159-60. See Buhler, Das Navasahas<h\ka-caritn (transl. iii 
lA xxxvi pp. 624-25), 1888, p. ii6f. 

3 I A xii 270, xvi 18, 23, xxi 167-68 ; El ii 212 f. All 
tne references (regarding Muflja*s date) are collected together 
in Haas*s introd. to his ed. of the Dc^arUpaka {q, v.) 

17 
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patiraja^, owing perhaps to the fact that he was 
himself a poet, he had several other birudasy such 
as Amoghavarsa, Prthvi-vallabha, and ^rl-vallabha ; 
and one of his inscriptions calls him Utpalaraja^, a 
fact, overlooked by the editors of the KavyamSla 
Series (pt. i p. 131), made them confound him with 
Utpala, the Saiva philosopher of Kashmir, who was 
Abhinavagupta s parama-gurit. This ruler is men- 
tioned by ^ambhu^, as well as l>y Padmagupta^, as 
“ a friend of poets (havi-himdhava or havi-mitra) ; 
and Blioja, his nephew and successor, appears to 
have inherited these traits of his character. 

( 2 ) 

The Dasarupaka of Dhanaiijaya, in its treatment 

1 Dhanika cites (on iv 54 * 55 ) one of Mufija's verses twice, 
citing him in the first instance as Muhja and in the other 
case as Vakpatiraja-deva ; while Dhanapala in liis Tilaka- 
inahjafi uses both the names with respect to the same person. 
One of Mufija’s descendants, Arjunavarman, who ruled in 
the beginning of the 13th century, reproduces one of Munja's 
stanzas, with the remark that it was composed by one of his 
ancestors, “Muhja, whose other name was Viikpatiraja^' 
(Comm, on Aviaru-katdka^ ed, Kavyamala iB, 1916, p. 23). 
This verse is attributed to Muhja also by Jalhana io6a. 

2 Ksemendra quotes verses from Muhja, in his three 
wotV^i^Aucit.vic adhL 16; Kavi-kantha^ under ii i ; Suvrtta-tiL 
under ii 6) referring to him as Utpalaraja. See also Sarnga- 

[126 vakpatirajasy a \ \q\T utpalarajasyd), Vallabhadeva 
(3414 ^rl-har8adevdtma/a-vakpa^irajasya)y and Jalhana (P 25b, 
io6a, munjasyd). 

3 RajSndra-karna-pur^i, U 17, 36. 

4 NavascihasCmka^ i 7, 8, ii 93. 
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of Dramaturgy, is apparently based on the time- 
honoured authority of Bharata; but as Bharata’s 
huge compendium, both from the practical as -well as 
theoretical point of view, is discursive and cumber- 
some with its load of histrionic and other matters, 
Dhananjaya attempts to sift the mass of details, 
and, limiting himself only to Dramaturgy, restates the 
general principles in the form of a ]jractical, conden- 
sed and systematic manual. These features of the 
new contribution apparently obtained for it such 
reputation ond currency that in coiu’se of time it 
seems to liaA'e superseded not only all other treatises 
on the subject but also the Imsic work of Bharata 
liimself. Visvanatlia, ibr instance, refers now and 
then to Bharata and gives one or two (mostly con- 
ventional) quotations from his work ; but in the maiti 
he bases his treatment of dramaturgic topics on 
Dhananjaya ; while VidySnStha admits, in the n^ohka- 
praharmia of his own work, his indebtedness to the 
latter, with the remark prakrijia da^arnpdhtor 
Hiyanmarena 131). 


( 3 ) 

Dhanika, also described as the son of Visnu, and 
author of the ^Amloka commentary on Dhananjaya, 
svafi probably one of Dhairahjaya’s numerous illus- 
trious contemporaries ; for he may be assigned to the 
same period. Dhanika quotes from Padraagupta 
(also known as Parimala)^, who wrote about 995 A.D., 


I on ii -s^bsaN'atfasSAasdAM* vi 42. 
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as well as from Munja, and is quoted in his turn 
by Bhoja in his Sarasvatl hanthdlharana in the first 
half of the 11th century. He is also described in 
one of the MSS^ as holding the office of mahamdhya- 
fala under king Utpalaraja, who is apparently our 
Munja-vakpati, the patron of Dhananjaya. The su- 
ggestion that the author and commentator of the 
Damrapaha are one and the same person, chiefly on 
the ground of the apparent similarity of names and the 
identitj^ of the patronymic, as well as the inadA-ertant 
attribution of a verse of Dhananjaya’s to Dhanika 
in some later works like the Sahitya-darpana {ad vi 
Qidi^Dasarapaka iii 29), need not be seriously con- 
sidered^. Jacobi, however, supports this suggestion^ 

I Wilson, Select Specimens^ 3rd ed. I xx, xxi, endorsed 
by Hall p. 3 notes. It is curious to note that Dhanika (on 
iv 23 ed Parab) quotes nidrardha^ which occurs in the Caura- 
paficahika (ed. Solf no, 36) attributed to Bilhana: but this an- 
onymous quotation (which also occurs in Kuntala) does not 
of itself place Dhanika later than the middle of the iith 
century, the date of Bilhana ; for the anthencity of the verse is 
not beyond question, as it is attributed to Kalasaka in Subha^^ 
1280 and Jalhana 74a, and Bilhana’s authorship is still open 
to question. It is not safe, therefore, to base any chorono- 
logical conclusion on this quotation. Haas has not noticed 
the verse at all. 

Z Haas (Pref. to ed. Damrvpaka xxxiv) is inaccurate 
in stating that there are in the commentary a number of 
indications of a difference of authorship,” and in support 
of ihi‘. Lc ciici. i. ::cL-2ia, iii 32b, iv 43c. Jacobi elaborately 
saovv:> 19 pp. 3040 that Haas has entirely mis- 

understood these passages. 

3 Op, cit, p. 303. Alsp L^vi 188^, p, 221, 
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by pointing out that there is no se per ate mangald- 
carania to the commentary. This hypothesis, how- 
ever, cannot altogether get rid of the fact that 
Dhananjaya and Dhanika are indeed distinguished 
by some later writers. Tor instance, Vidyanatha, in 
his numerous references to the Damrupakay cites the 
the Mri^a-verses and never from the commentary^, 
although his commentator, Kumarasvarnin, falls in 
one place® (p. 29) into the error of attributing one 
of Dhananjaya’s verses (ii 23b) to Dhanika. It may 
also be urged that a ma»gala-\erse to the ^Avaloka, 
occurring in one of the MSS, is rejected by Hall as 
spurious, chiefly on the ground that its style is “too 
pedestrian for so ornate a stylist as Dhanika” (p. 4 
note). This ‘pedestrian’ stanza is apparently the 
same as that which occurs at the outset of Aufrecht’s 
Bodleian MS, noticed by him in his Bod. Cat. 203a. 
On the other liand, the absence of the mangala-verse 
need not in itself be taken as decisive ; for while 
Mammata has no separate maiigalOrYerse to his VfUi, 
we find them in Vamana and Ruyyaka. Sarhgadhara 
in his anthology attributes to Dhanika several verses 
(3417 and 3973), which the latter gives as his own 
in his commentary (on iv 3 a and ii 10 a). If, therefore, 
we suppose, as it is more likely, that the author 
and the commentator were not identical, then 

1 p. 46. loi, 102, 104, 105, 114, 124, 131,219,221,228. 

2 in other passages the citation appears to be correct, 
pp. 47, 128, 130, 221, 233, 235, .59. Raiiganatha on Vikra- 
mor^ (about 1656 A.D., p. 31 ed N. S. P. 1914) falls into the 
same mistake. Mallinatha on Kuniara'* i 4 and /Ststt** vii ii 
quotes Da'mr^aka correctly (ii 36 b and ii 34 a). 
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Dhanika may be taken as a brother of Dhanahjaya 
(a supposition which explains the apparent similarity 
of names and the identity of patronymic), who colla- 
borated in the production of the work^ by writino; 
the commentary. 

From the ^Avaloka we learn that its author 
composed poems in Sanskrit and in Prakrit, and 
also wrote a treatise, entitled Kmya-nirtmya (on iv 
35), which alludes to the Dhvanydloha and apparently 
deals with the general topics of Poetics. 

For other less known commentaries on Damrwfxnka, 
see Bibliography given below. 

I This supposition does not militate against the passage 
(on iv 33), referred to by Jacobi, in which the commentator 
intimately identifies himself with the author saying asmabhiU 

niqidhyate, meaning that the prohibition is made both 

by his author and himself. 


Bibliography 

DhanaHjaya 

Kditions, (r) Bibl. Indica by Hall, 1865 (with •Avaloka) 
(2) by Jivananda (a mere reprint of the above) 
Calcutta 1897 (3) by Parab, N. S. P., Bombay 
1897, 1917 (with •Avaloka). Transl. into 
English, with introd. and notes, by Haas in 
Indo-iranian Series (Columbia Univ,), New 
York 1912 (not very reliable, but exhaustive 
introd. and index). Our references are to 
Hall’s edition. On Haas’s ed. see criticisms of 
Jacobi in I 9 I 3 >P* 30if, and Barnett in 
fRAS, ipil, p. i9of. 
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MSS. Aufrecht i 247b, 789b ; ii S3b ; iii S3b ; SCC vii 33, 34 
KBod 484; Madras Cat 12887, 12888-91 (with 
^Avaloka). 


Dhanika. 

Editions. Printed in Hall’s and Farabis editions, with the 
text. 

MSS. Aufrecht i 248a, ii 53b, iii S3b; SCC vii 33, 34 (no 
mangaldcarana) ] Madas Cat, 1 2 88 8-9 j (no 
mangala-^^xs€), Dhanika’s Kavyn niraava is 
probably lost. 

Other Commentaries on Dhanaitjaya 

(1) comm, by Nrsimhabhatta. Oppert 2615. 

(2) ^Tlka by Devapani (cited by Ranganatha on 

Vikramdrva at ed. N. S. P. 1904, pp. 6, 31 ; 
cf AFl 444 and ABod 135b). No MSS 
discovered. This is the author who is wrongly 
called Pani by Wilson {Select SpeeimcHs) and 
Aufrecht. Being anterior to Rahganatha, his 
date should be earlier than 1656 A.D. Rahga- 
natha also refers to a Srihas(h\klya-flka in the 
same context (p. 31). 

(3) ^Paddhatihy Kuravirama. Ms in Hultzsch 554 

(only three pages). Kuravirama is a modern 
but fertile South Indian commentator who 
lived at the court of Zemindars of Karveti- 
nagaram in North Arcot District, and wrote 
comms. also on two well-known poems, 
Campvrbharata of Anantabhatta and Visva- 
gunddarsa of Venka^. He mentions in his 
comm, on the- last named poem a commentary 
by himself on Appayya's Kuvalay^, as well 
on Dhanaftjaya. See Hultzsch i p. xi. 



XIT KTINTAU 


( I 1 

ivuii fcrtla, also called Kuntaka^, is better known 
in AlamkSra literature under the descriptive desig- 
nation of the Vakr6kti-jIvitH-kara® from the peculiar 
name of his work VakrSkti-jlvita, which itself is so 
called because of its central theory that the vahrSkti 
is the ‘ soul ’ or essence of poesy. A MS of this work, 
long supposed to be lost, has been discovered in 
Madras and is being edited by the present writer for 
the Calcutta Oriental Series. 

Kuntala’s date® is fixed approximately by his quota- 
tion from the dramatist Rajasekhara, on the one hand, 
and by Mahimabhatta’s citation of Kuntala and his 
work, on the other. As Mahimbhatta flourished, as 
we shall see, towards the end of the ilth century, we 
may place Kuntala between the middle of the 10th 
and the middle of the 11th. As this date falls in 
with the known dates of Abhiuavagupta (whose 

1 by Mahimabhatta p. 58 and his commentator p. 16; 
Vidyadhara p. 51. 

2 Riiyyaka, ed. Kavyamala p. 8, with Jayaratha (also pp. 
12, 150 etc.) and .Samudrabandha thereon (p. 4); Visva- 
natha ed. DurgSprasSda p. 14; Kamadhenu on Vamana I. I. i, 
ed. Benares p. 6, etc. 

3 This question has been dealt with in detail in the 
introd. to my edition of the work^ and is only briefly referred 
to here. 
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latest date is 1015 A.D.), we may take Kuntala as a 
contemporary of this commentator on Anandavar- 
dhana. Although Abhinava refers to various views 
about vakrdkti held before his time, it is remarkable 
that he never alludes to the Vakrdkti-jlvita-kSra, who, 
as his title rajanaha indicates, was probably a Kash- 
mirian, and whose work, if written before Abhinava’s 
time, ought to have been, from its nature and contents, 
important enough to be thus entirely ignored by a 
I’ival theorist. 


( a ) 

The first two chapters of the work, which is 
being published, give a general outline of his main 
theory ; but it is not known how many chapters his 
original treatise comprised. The fourth chapter in 
the MS, however, which breaks off without completing 
the work, may be presumed to have formed its natural 
conclusion, inasmuch as it deals with the last variety 
of vakrata enumerated by the author. The run ning 
prose vrtth accompanying the karika-ilokas, and 
forming an integral part of the work itself, appears 
to have been composed by Kuntala himself; for 
not only the commentator expressly identifies himself 
with the author, but the citations of later writers^ 
indicate that the karikas should be taken en bloc 
with the vrMi. Besides quotations from KSlid^, 
BhavabhSti, Anafigaharsa (author of the 'T&pma- 
v<tt$arqfa), H&lSl, Bapia Magha, Bharavi, Bhallata, 

1 comm, to Vycikti-viveka p. i6 ; Kamadhenu on Vamana 

IS 
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Amaru, Mayura, Sriharsa, Bhatta Nftrayaija, ilSja- 
sekliara, the author meatious by name Sarvaseua, 
Mafijlra, MayurSja {?), and the author of JJdMta- 
raghava, and quotes from Bhiliuaha, Rudrata and 
the Dhvanikara (■* Anandavavdhaua). The work 
stands unique for its exposition of the theory ot 
vahrdkti, which is apparently developed on the lines 
indicated by Bliamaha, as well as for its analysis 
of a [Xjetic ligure on its basis, which is implicitly 
accepted by all writers from Ruyyaka to Jagan- 
natha^ . 

I See Jacobi, Ueber Begriff tmd Wesen der poetischen 
Figuren in GN 1908. 


BrULIOGRArUY 

Edition, by S. K. De, in the Calcutta Oriental Series, 1933 
(first two umneqas only ; the third and the fourth 
unmesas in preparation). 

MS. Madras Government Oriental MSS Library, as noticed 
in tlicir Report of the Working of the Peripatetic 
Parly, /p/d-/y. 


Mil KSBMENDBA 


( 1 ) 

The industrious Kashmirian polygrapher Ksera- 
endra, with the surname Vyasadasa, is notable in 
Sanskrit Poetics for his two interesting treatises, 
Atwityoi-vicura and Kavi-k(M},ihdbhara)ia. He refers 
to another work of his^, devoted to the treatment of 
poetic figures, entitled Kavi-harnikd. 

Ksemendra himself gives us an indication of his 
date. The concluding verses of his two works, as 
well as of his Suvt'tta-Ulaha (ed. Kavymala pt. 2, 
1886), state that he wrote in the reign of king 
Ananta of Kashmir; while the colophon to his 
ScmctyamM^kd tells us that it was finished in the 
reign of the same king in 1050 A.D. His DaMm- 
tanfroarita, on the other hand, is dated by himself 
in 1066 A.D., in the reign of Kalasa, son and succ- 
essor of Ananta. Buhler® is right, therefore, in 
fixing the period Ksemendra’s literary activity in 
the second and third quarters of the 11th century*. 

1 in At 4 cit, vie, si. 2. 

2 , Kashmir Rep. p. 46. 

3 Dhanika, who lived towards the end of the loth and 
the beginning of the i ith century, appears to quote (on i 61) 
two verses which occur in some MSS of Ksemendra's Brhat- 
kathi (ii 216, 217), and this apparently militates against this 
conclusion of K^emendra’s date; but we know that the 
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( 2 ) 


Peterson proposed^, against the opinion ofBhhler, 
wlio appears to have left the question open, the iden- 
tification of Ksemendra with Kseniaraja, the ^aiva 
philosopher of Kashmir, who was a pupil of Abhinava- 
gupta, and who wrote, among numerous other works, 
a commentary on the Sivasutra and on Abhinava’s 
Paramdrthasara, Stein supports this identification, 
hut Peterson himself appears to admit later on® that 
his own tlieory is doulitful. In his Ancitya-vicara, 
Ksemendra pays homage to Acyuta or Visiiu ; but 
we know that lui was, like his lather, a Saiva in his 
youth but was converted afterwards into Vais^avism, 
as he himself indicates, by Som^tcarya, This fact, 
as well as chronology, does not stand in the way of 
the proposed indentification, but there is no direct 
evidence to support it, Ksemendra describes him- 
self as the son of Prakasendra and grandson of 

Brhatkatha-mafijafi was composed about 1037 A.D., and as 
the four lines in question occur in one of the MSS only, 
it is generally admitted now, for this and other reasons, that 
they are later interpolations. Ksemendra {Aucit. vie, ad 'si. 
II, 16, 20) quotes Farimala (otherwise known as Padmagupta) 
who was a contemporary of Dhanaftjaya and Dhanika. 

1 i p. II, 85 and Buhler in lA xiii, 1884, p. 29. Biihler 
really proposed the indentification of Ksemaraja, author of 
Simbapalicasika with Ksemendra who wrote Spanda-samdoha, 
but distinguished both from the poet Ksemendra Vyasadasa 
(See Kashmir Rep. p. 81 and fn). 

2 iv p. xxiii, 
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Siiidhu^ , and the name of his preceptor is given as 
Gaiigaka*. He was also the father of Somendra, 
and preceptor of Udayasiinha and rSja^titra Laksa- 
naditya®. We know nothing, on the other hand, of 
KsemarSja’s genealogy or personal history. But 
we are told at the end of the BThathatha-ma^arl 
that Ksemendra learnt sahitya from Abhinavagupta, 
while KsemarSja at the end of his SvacehandS- 
ddyota* (as well as in the colophon to his Stava-cintd- 
mani) is described as Hsya of the same great philoso-. 
pher. It is worth noting, liowever, that while 
Ksemendra’s surname Vymaddm^ is given in all 
his works (with the exception of liis Kald-vildsa), it 
does not occur in any of Ksemaraja’s philosophical 
treatises. Ksemendra has taken care to let us know 
a great deal ■ about himself, but Ksemaraja always 
hides his light under the bushel and is apparently free 
from this trace of natural vanity. The question, 
therefore, cannot be taken as definitely settled, and 
can be satifactorily solved when, as Biihler long 
ago pointed out®, the name of Ksemaraja’s father 
is found. 

A list of Ksemendra’s numerous works is given 
below. 

1 concluding verse of the Dahdvafara. 

2 Audi, vie, ad H ‘ii. 

3 Kavi-kantha'^ ad v i (pp. 138, 139). 

4 Biihler op. cit. App. ii p. clxix (extract). 

5 Three stanzas are attributed to Vyasadasa in Subhas^ 
(460, 1658, 3039). 

fi 7 A Yin 7/1/* /V/ 
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(K A uatyti-vica ni’Cana 

Editions, (j) Kavyamalfi pt. i 1886 (2) with comm. Sahrdaya 
tosinl. Madras 1906. Our references are to the 
former. For an account of the work, see Peterson 
in JRAHBovi, xvi pp. 167 f., where all the quota- 
tions in the work are collected together and discuss- 
ed. 

MSS. Aufrecht i 76b, 776b, iii 17a. 

b, Ka vi-ka n tM bhara nu 

Editions. Kavyamala pt. iv 1887. A monograph on the 
work with analyais and German translation b\' 
Schonberg, Wien 1884 (in Sb. der Wiener Akadi) 
MSS. Aufrecht i 86b, iii i8b. 

There is no trace of Ksemendra’s Kavi-karnika* 

The Works of Ki^eincndra^ A revised list of the works 
of Ksemendra, as mentioned b\' Peterson, Schonberg, editor 
of the Kavyamala (pt. i [)p. 35, 115) and Aufrecht may 
be given here. Those which are quoted in Ancitya-vic^ra^ 
Kavi-kanth^bharana and the ^uvrtta-tilaka are marked res- 
pectively with the signs (A), (K) and (S). 

I Amrta-taranga (or ^turanga) (K) 2 Aucitya-vicara 3 
Avasara-sara (A) 4 Kanaka-Janaki (K) 5 Kala-vilasa (ed. 
Kavyamala pt. i) 6 Kavi-kanthAbharana 7 Kavi-karnikii (A) 
8 K^mendra-prakasa (mentioned in ABod 38b) 9 Caturvarga- 
samgraha (A and ed. Kavyamala pt. 5) 10 Carucarya (ed. 
Kavyamala pt. 2) ii Citrabharata-nafcaka (A and K) 12 
Darpadalana (ed Kavyamala pt. 6) 13 DasAvataracarita- 
kavya (ed. Kavyamala 26) 14 Des6padesa (K) 15 Danapari- 
jata 16 Niti-kalpataru {may be the same as Niti-lata quoted 
in A) 17 Padya-k&daipbarl (K) 18 Pavana-paheSsika (S) 19 
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Brhatkatha-mafiijarl (ed, Kavyamala 69) 20 BauddMvadana- 
kalpalata (A) 21 Bharata-manjarl (ed. N. S. P.) 22 Muktovali- 
kavya (A and K) 23 Munimata-mlmaipsa (A) 24 RajAvall 
(mentioned in Kalhana i 13) 25 Ramayana-katha-sara (ed. 
Kavyamala 83) 26 Lalitaratna-mala (A) 27 Lavanyavatl-kavya 
(A and K) 28 Vatsyayanasutra-sara (A aud quoted in the 
PctTicasayaka) 29 Vinaya-valll (A) 30 Vetala-pancavirpsati (from 
the Brhatkatha-mafijarl) 31 Vyasastaka (A and K) 32 !§asi- 
vaipsa-mahakavya (K) 33 Samayamatrka (ed. Kavyamala 12) 
34 Suvrtta-tilaka (ed. Kavyamala pt. 2) 35 Sevyasevakopadefe 
(ed. Kavyamala pt. 2). The Hastijanaprakasa, mentioned by 
Schonberg and Peterson is by Ksemendra, son of Yadu 
Sarraan (see Kavyamala p. 115 fn and Aufrecht i 765). The 
Navaucitya-vicara in Schonberg is probably the same work as 
Aucityavicara. The Kalavilasa has been translated into 
German by R. Schmidt in WZKM xxviii^ 1914, p. 4o6f ; 
the Darpadalana by the same in ZDMG Ixix, I9IS> P* if 
(also ed. and transl by B. A. Hirszbant, St. Petersberg, 1892). 



XIV KHOJA 

( 1 ) 


The earliest writer on Poetics who quotes Bhoja 
seems to be Heinaeandra^, who flourished as we shall 
see, m the first half of the 12th cen tury; while Var- 
dhamana, who however did not write till 1140 A.l)., 
mentions Bhoja in the second verse of his Ganaratm, 
the ti^Ui on which explains this Bhoja as the author o f 
jhe Sarasvat i-kanth d bharan^a. The latest writer quoted 
by Bhoja appears to be ESja^ekhara®, whose latest 
date is the beginning of the 1 0th century, although 
some verses from the Cimra-pancaMl£& (no. 12, ed. 
Bohlen), attributed 'to Bilhaua, occur in the Saras- 
vati-k^ {nd. i 162)*. Bhoja appears also to refer in 
one verse {ad i 71, p. 22) to Munja, appearently 
Munja-vakpatiraja of Malava. J acob* in misleading 
in putting down the name of Nami-sadhu. (who did 
not write his comment .ry on Rudrafa till 1069 A.D.) 
in the list of authors quoted by Bhoja ; for the verses 
in question, though found in Nami, are not Nami’s 

1 p. 29s Comm., besides anonymous quotations. 

2 From Karpura-ina’hf* , Bala-bkaP, and Viddhamla'* . 
See Sten Konow’s ed. of Karpura-ma^p pp. 198 f., for the 
quotations : also Jacob JRAS, 1897, p. 304f. 

3 We have not based any chronological inference on this, 
because Bilhanu’s anthorship of the work is not beyond 
question and Solf tries to demonstrate the e.xistence of a 
poet called Cora or Caura, whose date is not known. 

4 
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own but really quoted by him from previous authors^ 
Bhoja also quotes about sixteen times from the 
Dct8(XTupc(/kct and its commentary, which belong to the 
time of Muhja, i.e. the end of the 1 0th and the begin- 
iiiug of the 11th century. The internal evidence of 
the text, therefore, places the author of the Sarasvail- 
in the period between the second and the 
fourth (juarters of the 1 Ith century ; ami as this date 
tits in easily with the known dates of the 0th Para- 
niara ruler Bhoja of I)hara, one of the well-kuowu 
princes of the 11th century, noted for his patronage 
of letters, the two may be taken to have been reason- 
ably identified. Our Bhoja is freijuently cited m 
- ^^mkara literature as Bhojaraja, and some 
times simply as which designation, like that 

1 For instance, the verse aymn padniasanaslna^ (Bhoja 

iui i 5 1 p. is) is found, no doubt, in Nami on xi 34, but it is 
really a quotation, along with several other verses in the 
same context, from Bhamaha ii 55. Similarly the two verses 
sa niaruta and sa pitavasa^ quoted by Bhamaha himself (ii 41, 
58) from some previous authors (one of whose names is given 
as Ramasarman) occur in Bhoja anonymously {ad\ 12 1, 
pp.43,44), but they are also quoted by Nami in the same con- 
text. There is no reason to suppose that Bhoja took these verses 
from Nami’s comm, instead of going directly to Bhamaha, 
from whom he quotes several otlier verses directly (e.g, 
(xkvoscift fUhhvdyan^ Bhoja cid iii 8, p. 144== Bhamaha ii 945 
Bhamaha ii 92 = Bhoja iv 5 1, p. 226-7 == 1645 bhUma- 

hiisyci). Similar remarks apply to the other supposed quota- 
tions given by Jacob, whose mistake is probably due to the 
fact that Bhamaha’s text was not available to him* 

2 e.g. Vidyadhara pp. 98, 150, 192, 287, 304, and Malli- 
natha pp. 287, 304 etc. 

19 
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of muni applied to Bharata, seems to mark him otit 
yar excellence in this literature. 

( 2 ) 

Kalha^a states (vii 259)^ that king Bhoja o f 
Dhai'a was the true friend of ]:>oets ; and it is possible 
that he had himself literary predilections. He w as 
the son and successo r of Sind huraja an d a ne phew 
M un ja- va k patir^ aj^who was also, as we have seen 
a <rreat patron of letters. Th e date of Bhoja is vv ell 
known fr om his own and o^ er inscription s^. Alberim i^ 
luentiou^him as st ill reio rniu ^ in 1080 A D., while th e 
date saka 964 = K)42„A-P- is given by the Itaja- 
mt'gdkka which is attributed to Bhoja. We know also 
that he fought with Calukya Jayasimha III between 
1011 and 1019 A. D., and with the latter’s successor 
Somesvara (1042-1066 A.D.), who according to 

Bilhaija took Dhara by storin and forced Bhoja to Hee. 
Bilha^a himself speaks of Bhoja as of a con emporary 
‘ whom he did not visit though he might have done 
so’^. In Kalhaija’s assertion, referred to above, 
with respect to Bhoja and Ksitimja, the phrase 
tmmin kmite is taken by Bi'ihler to refer to the period 
when, after the nominal coronation of Kalasa in 1062 

1 Sii Cii bhoja-naretuirak ca datibikar><ena vihrutau / s^r% 
tasmin kiane tulyarn, dvdvasiSm kavi-bandhavau. 

2 lA V 17, 3i8f, vi 53f ; El i 230!. 

3 ed. Sachau i 191. According to Merutunga, Bhoja 
succeeded Munja in saimat 1078= i 023 A. D. See, however, 
llhatidarkar. Rep. 1882-83, pp. 44-45. 

Buhler’s ed. Vikraind/hka^ p. 23 fn, also text xviii 96 . 
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A.D., Ksitiraja became a mnnymin and sometimes 
visited king Ananta in order to console him. If this 
interpretatioft is correct, \ £e ^et a limit to Bhoja ’s 
date at 1062 A.l). A copper-plate of his successor 
Jayasimha, however, is dated 1055 A.D., and 
throws doubt on Buhler’s conjecture. But all this 
will justify us in fixing Bhoja’s d ate with great 
p robability between 101 0 a nd 10 55 A.D .; i.e. roughly 
covering a part of the first and the whole of the 
second quarter of the 1 1th century, and he may have 
lived into the third quarter of the same century. 
The exact dates of his accession an<l death are 
unknown. 


( ) 

Besides his well-known Sarascatl - kanthdbhctro,iia, 
%oj^ appears also to have wri tten a work called 
Srhy dra-prahdsa ^ , a MS of which has been recently 
acquired by the Government Oriental MSS Library, 
Madras®. It is composed in 36 yrahmas, and is 
described as the largest known work in Sanskrit 
Poetics. The first eight chapters are devotee! to the 
quasi^ grainmatica! question relating to word and its 
sense as the means of expression, and the theory of 
vicUi. The ninth and the tenth chapters describe 
the blemishes and excellences of expression (do^ct 

1 This work is mentioned by Vidyadhara p. 98, Kumara- 
svamin p. 114, 221 ; Rayamukuta and SarvSnanda on Amara ; 
Hemadri on Raghu etc. 

2 mentioned in the Rep. of the Working of the Perifatetie 
Party of the Library, 1916*19. 
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and ; v'hile the eleventh and twelfth chapters 
deal respectively with the maha-kavya and the 
drama. The next twenty-four chapters treat exclu- 
sively of the raim, of which the spigara or love is 
^jbinta ined to be the principal and e ssential, and the 
work derives its name from Bhoja’s t heory that 
spigara is th e only one rasa admissible^. As in the 
Sarasvati l^ this work, in the ina tiner of a cyclopaedic 
compilation, gives a large number of quotations t(> 
illustrate the rules and principles laid down. Saradil- 
tanaya’s lihmiaprakam, which d(^als with the same 
subject, constitutes really n suinmary''f)f the important 
cha|)ters of Bhoja. 


( 4 ) 


The Sarasvatl-lcanfhdbharaua is not a very original 
work, but consists chiefly of a patient compilation in 
an encyclopeadic manner from earlier treatises, especi- 
ally from Dandin, from whom he takes, accordinor 
to the calculation of Jacob^, no less than IS4 illutrat- 
ions. From the index of citations given'by Jacob, 
we find that Vjlmana is quoted 22 times, Rudrata 
19 times, the Dhavanydloka more than 10 times (six 
of the kdrikds being reproduced), while it is curious 
to note that Bhoja makes a good use of Bhatti’s 
illustrations of the figure yamaka and its numerous 

I Cf Vidyadhara rit/J Ui h ugaram ekam eva h 'hgara- 
praka^e rasam urnficakd.ra p. 98 ; Kumarasvamin p. 22 r 
k'iigtra eka eva rasa iti »i ngaraprnkpi,ka-karak. 

Z loc, cit. 
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sub-species. While the chief value of Bhoja’s work 
consists in its abundant wealth of illustrations and 
examples, numbering about 1500, to every rule and 
prescription, it is nevertheless interesting as embody- 
ing, in the main, a tradition of opinion, which is also 
represented in the Agni-purdna, but which in many 
respects stands apart from the orthodox Kashmirian 
school. 

( ) 


The commentators on Blioja, as noted below, 
are not numej-ous, nor are they of much importaiice, 
Ratnesvara’s commentary has been publi.shed several 
times together with the text, but so far only three 
chapters of it have been printed. 


BtBLIOGRAPHY 
a . Snrosvnt~i -ka n ihdbhara nn 

Kditions. (i) by Borooab, Calcutta 1883, 1884 (2) by Vires-- 
vara SastrT, Henare.s 1888 (chs. iv and v ) (3) by 
Jivananda, with comm, of Ratnesvara (on chs. 
i-iii), Calcutta 1894 (4) Kavyamala (partly pub- 
lished). Our references are to ed. Boorah 1884. 

MSS. Aufrecht i 699b; ii 167a, 232b; iii 145a ; SCC vii 47, 
48 ; KBod 489 ; SCB 34 (with comm.) ; Madras 
Cat. 12962. 

Commentaries, (i) Rdtna-darpana by Misra Ratnesvara. (ed. 

with the text by Jivananda, Calcutta 1894; ed. 
fienares as above. MSS. Aufrecht i 699b, ii 167a, 
232b, iii 145a : KBod 490 ; SCC vii 49; Madras Cat. 
i 2963)»> ' The tiominal author RSmasimhadcvay 
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mentioned in the introductory stanza 2, is apparent- 
ly the author's patron. In the colophon, the 
author's name is given as Misra Ratnesvara and 
in Benares ed. of the text, the commentary is said 
to have been written at the command of Rama- 
sirnhadeva. In the Catalgues, the work is sometimes 
inaccurately given as by Ramasitnhadeva. The 
author refers to a comm, on the Ka%\prak, by him- 
self. Only the first three chapters of this Ratna- 
darpaua luave been published in the editions noted ; 
and both the Madras and Bodleian MSS contain 
these chapters only. 

(2) ^Marjana by Harinatha, mentioned by himself in 
his comm, on Dandin {A Bod 206b). 

(3) Duskara-citra-prakUika by Laksminatha Bha^ta. 

Aufrecht iii 145a. He may be indentical with 
Laksminatha who according to Kielhorn Report 
1 8808 1 p. 71, wrote hxs Ptngala-pradlpa \r\ 1601 
A.D. Kielhorn's MS of this latter work appears 
to have been copied in 1660, while Burneirs (Pm 
galdrtha-dlpika pp. 53b, 175b) in 1632 A.D. 

(4) ® Pika by Jagaddhara, son of Ratnadhara and Dama- 
yantl. Aufrecht ii 167a, 232b ; extract is given in 
Ulwar 1086. This work is probably earlier than 
the 17th century but later than the 14th (see 
Bhandarkar Pref. to MalaPlntUdhciVd pp. xvjii- 
xxi). Jagaddhara’s genealogy is given thus : Candes'- 
\ ara-->Vedesvara (Vedadhara)->Ramadhara (Rame- 
svara)— >Gadadhara— >-Vidyadhara— >-Ratnadhara-v 
Jagaddhara. He wrote several commentaries 
(Aufrecht i 195) on the MeghaMta, Vasavadatta, 
Venlsamhara^ Malafl-madhava etc. 

by Vyasg, SCM 34. 
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b. Syihgara-prakisa 

The only MS known is in the Government Oriental MSS 
Library, Madras, mentioned in their Report quoted above. 
See above o. 14 . 7 . 



XV MAHIMABHATTA 


( 1 ) 

Kajaiiaka Mahiinaii, Mahiinaka or Mahimabhatt'a, 
who is cited geaerally as the Vyaktiviveka-kara^ 
from the name of his work, was, as indicated by his 
title, probably a Kashmirian writer, who describes 
himself as the son of 3ri-dhairya and disciple of 
tiMhakam ^yamala. He informs us at the outset of 
his work (i 3 ) that his principal object is to consider 
the views of the Dhvanikara ; and as in the course 
of his discourse he examines the text of the Dhvan- 
ydloika, quoting from the kdrika and the vrtti, with a 
minuteness which cannot be mistaken, we may infer 
with certainty that he was later than Ananda- 
vardhana®. It is also probable that Mahimabhatta 
was later than Ananda’s commentator, Abhinavagupta ; 
for in some places he betrays an acquaintance with 
the latter’s work. At p. 19 , for instance, Mahima- 
bhatta quotes dhectly a long passage from the 
Locam (p. 33 ), and shows himself alive to the point 

1 Visvanatha, ed. Durgaprasada N. S. P., 1915, p. 18, 
249 ; MalHiiatha on Kimta iii 2 1 ; Ruyyaka, ed. Kavyamala, 
p. 12; Kesava Misra p. 8o-8i ; Jagannatha p. 13 ; etc. Kesava 
mentions his name as Mahiman. 

2 Cf Jayarathap. 12; dhvanikamntarabhavlvyaktiviveka- 
kifa iti, the Dhvanikara being, to Jayaratha, Ananda- 
vardhana himself. 
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involved in Abhinava’s discust^iou by criticising it. 
The passage refers to Dhvanydloha i 13 where the 
DhvanikSra uses the verb vyo/iiktaJp in the dual 
number with the express purpose, as Abhinava ex- 
plains, of indicating a duality of sense. Bhatta 
NSyaka appears to have taken exception to this use 
of the dual number, upon which Abhinava concludes 
by remarking ietia yad bhatta-ndyakena dm-vacatimy. 

tad gaja-nimllikayaiva. Mahimabhafta, 
referring to this discussion, quotes anonymously the 
remarks of Abhinava (not only the above line but 
the whole passage), with the statement kecid vimd- 

ninalp yad dhm tad bkrdntirmulam. The 

terras of reference apparently indicate, as Narasimha 
Iyengar rightly points out^, that Mahimabhatta is 
here referring clearrly to Abhinava as a theorist of 
a rival system who, if not contemporaneous, could 
not have flourished long before his own time. This 
gives us one terminus to Mahimabhatfa’s date. On 
the other hand, Ruyyaka who, as we shall see, flour- 
ished in the first half of the 12th century and pro- 
bably also wrote the anonymous commentary on 
Mahimabhatta, printed in the Trivandrum edition 
of the text, is the earliest writer to quote and criticise 
Mahimabhattu^. We may, therefore, assign Mahima- 
bhatta' to the period between Abhinava and Ruyyaka, 
i.e. later than the first quarter of the 11th but earlier 

1 JRA 8 , 1908, pp. 65!. 

3 Iyengar {op. cit.) and Haricand {op. cit. p. 105) think 
that Mahimabhatta is “ quoted or criticised ” by Mammata ; 
but, as Kav.prak. v p. 252 (B. S. S. 1917) shows, Mammata 
doe^ not at all cite Mahimabhatta or his work, but only 
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than tlie first quarter of the 12th century, and a^ 
proxiinately fix his date towards the last half or the 
end of the 11th century. This date will be in 
harmony with the probable date of ^ySmala, who is 
mentioned by Mahimabhatta' as his preceptor, if 
this ^yainala is the same poet as is quoted by 
Ksemendra^ . 


( ) 

It is difficult to determine what relation Mahini- 
bhatta bore to Sahkuka^s who was also, like Mahiina’ 

criticises an anuniana-iki^oxy which tries to* explain the concept 
of dhvani by means of inference. No chronological conclusion 
can be based on this ; for Anandavardhana also refers to a 
similar theory long before Mahimabhatta wrote. 

I Aticit,vic. ad 8 /. i6 ; Suv^'tta. til ad ii 31. Also SuMd^^ 
2292 and Jalhana 165b. Ksemendra's ^yamala appears to be 
identical with ^^yamilaka, who wrote the'Mdna entitled PZida- 
tdilitaka (ed. Ramaki'sna Kavi and Ramanatha Sastrl, 
Madras 1922) ; for the verses, attributed to f^yamala in the 
two works of Ksemendra noted above, occur as »/, 33 and 
the 125 respectively in the printed text of the bhdna. The 
colophon describes the author as son of Visvesvaradatta 
and an udlcya (northerner), which makes it probable that 
he is the Kashmirian ^yamala, J§yamalaka or Syamilaka, 
filso cited by Abhinavagupta. Both Abhinava and Kuntala 
quote anonymously verses from this bhdina. The verse 
ascribed to Syamalaka in the Subhan^ {prdyascittam mrgayate 
yah priyd-pdda-tdditam / ksdlamyaiiXh hiras tasya kantd-gandv^a- 
yidhubhih) refers unmistakably to this bAdrut, and the second 
line ocjcurs in a slightly modified form in the bkana itself 
{ad il I J2). Kajasekhara cites a ^yamadeva (pp. ii, 13, 17). 
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bhatta* an miv/mitv-vadin^ in his theory of rma^ for 
Sajikuka’s work has not yet been recovered. Our 
auth6r claims for himself originality of treatment 
and freedom, froip. slavish imitation®, and his omission 
of all references to his predecessor need not,, there- 
fore, . appear strange. The only testimony of !^ma- 
carapa, an 18th century Bengal commentator on 
Visvanatha*, need not be seriously considered; but 
it is probable that the theory developed by Mahima 
did not originate in himself. Anandavardhana refutes 
at some length some theory of anumana (pp. 201f) 
.which, attempted to explain that the suggested sense, 
posited by the d^rawi-theory, can be arrived at by 
the 'process of logical inference. Mahimabhafta pro 
bably worked out systematically some such thesis 
(anticipated, it may be, by Anandavardhana), as a 
direct rejoinder to Ananda!s classical. expositiou; but 
thece..is no • evidence to . connect . him, with the theory 
accredited to ^ankuka by Abhinavagupta and others. 

(3) ■ 

From the Vyaktiviveha itself (p. 108) we learn 
that Mahimabhatta also wrote a work entitled 

1 He is so called by Mallinatha {Tarala p. 85) and 
KumSrasvamin (p. 219). 

2 He says, for instance, that he has written his work 
without looking at Candtiku and DarpavM, which apparently 
had the same object in view as ^the demolition of the 
dhvani-iHs&ory (i 4, 5). 

3 ed. DurgaprasSda p. 248 : ed. Roer p. 12 1 note, 
Bffihkuka-tnatAnMyayinam vyaktviveka-karJidAnam matam duBa’ 

yati. 
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Tattv6kU-ko§a, where he is said to have discussed 
what he calls pmtibha-tattva} , in connexion with 
the poetic conception of an idea. 

Mahimabhatta’s work which recognised the new 
concept of dhvani, but tried to explain it by the 
established process of anumUna (and not by the 
separate function of vyahjana explained by Ananda- 
vardhana), never found any recognition in the hands 
of later theorists, most of whom became partisans of 
the latter. Even his commentator does not appear 
to possess much sympathy for his somewhat extreme 
view, and Mahimabhatfa is rather unique in having 
no followers in later literature. 

The commentator referred to has been identified 
with some reason with Ruyyaka, who has another 
commentary on Mammata to his credit, as well as 
several independent works on Alamkara. We shall 
deal with him hereafter as an independent writer on 
Alamkara. 

I Cf Jacobi Sb, dcr Preuss. Akad, xxiv 225 fn. 


BiBLiOaKAPUY 

Edition, by T. Ganapati Sastri with introd. and notes and 
anonymous comm., (attributed to Ru3i^aka) in the 
Trivandrum Sanskrit Series no. 5, 1909. 

MSS. Aufrecht i 6i6a. 

Commentary. As noted above. 



XVI MAMMATA AND ALLATA 

( i ) 

A great deal of uncertainty exis^ts with regard 
to the exact date of Mammata whose name^, as well 
as the title rajmaka, indicates that he was probably 
a Kashmirian. The story relied upon by HalP and 
Weber® that Mammata was the maternal uncle of 
the author of Naisadha may be relegated to the 
region of fantastic fables which often gather round 

1 Aufrecht (i 432') notes that Mammata's original name 

was Mahimabhatta the mistaken authority of Kesava 
Misra's erroneous citation (p. 8>R I ). The passage in which 
Kesava cites Mahimabhatta clearly refers not to Mammata 
but to Mahiman, author of the Vyaktivivcka, mentioned in 
the same context. The verse however, which 

IS thus quoted and attributed to Mahiman by Kesava, occurs 
originally in the vrtti of the Dhvanydloka (p. 145) from 
which apparently it is also cited in the Vyakti-viveka (pp. 31, 
1 14) with a sa evdha, along with many other verses similarly 
quoted from the same text. Kesava might have taken the 
verse directly from the Vyaktiviveka's citation, without 
knowing the original source, and wrongly attributed it to 
Mahiman himself. It does not occur at all in the Kav.prak. 
Aufrecht's suggestion, therefore, that Mammata is a corruption 
of the name Mahimabhatta, like his other supposition that 
the name Rudrabha^ta yields Rudrata, is unwarranted. Cf 
Peterson ii p. 19. 

2 in trod, to Vasavadatta p. 55. 

3 Hist of Safisk. Lit (Eng. trans. 2tid ed.)j p. 232 fn. 
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celebrated names. The lower limit of Mammata’s 
date, however, may be fixed with reference to two 
commentaries on the Kdvya-}^raka4a, ot which the 
date can be ascertained. The commentary of Ma- 
^Likyacandra is expressly dated in samvat 
A.D. The exact date of Ruyyaka^s commentary 
is not known, hut we know from other sources that 
Ruyyaka flourished in the second and third quarters 
of the 12th century^. Marnmata, therefore, cannot 
be placed later the beginning of the 12th centur y. 

I Jhalakikara maintains, on the authority of ParamS- 
nanda Cakravartin and Nagoji on Marnmata, that Marnmata 
in several places criticises Ruyyaka, who therefore must be 
placed earlier than Marnmata. But the passages he cites do 
not support his contention. Thus the verse ra/afi taUyam 
{Kav,prak. p, 7.58) is supposed to be directed against Ruyyaka 
p. 199, where the same verse is quoted in the same context. 
It appears, however, that Marnmata gives this verse as an 
\\\st?LncQ oi habdiUamkUra-sanikara without any comment but 
with the simple statement that here we have a commixture of 
yamaka and atmloma-pratiloina-citra dependent on one another. 
Ruyyaka, on the other hand, citing the same verse and referr- 
ing to the opinions of “ other authors^' comments on it at some 
length. He remarks that though the verse is given by some as 
an example of mbddlamkara-samkara^ such commixture of 
mbdAlamkaras, in his opinion, is not possible, and the ex- 
ample is faulty. The verse itself occurs in Ratnakara*s Hara- 
vijaya (v 137). Jayaratha and Samudrabandha also remark 
in this connexion that the anonymous authors, referred to 
by Ruyyaka in his criticism, allude to “ Marnmata and others.*' 
Besides, Ruyyaka himself quotes (p. 102) Mammata's kMka 
iv 15-16. Jayaratha expressly says that Ruyyaka wrote a 
commentary on Marnmata called Kavyaprakaia-saviyketa (p. 
102). In several other places, both Jayaratha and SaniudrsK 
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The other limit cannot be settled so satisfactorily. 
It has been maintained that Mamrnata in one verse 
iJbhoja-nrpO'tes tat-tyaga-Uld,yitam x ad 29b ; B. S. S. 
ed. 1917, p. 684) eulogises Bhoja with whom he should 
be presumed to have been contemporaneous. This 
is sought to be supported by the story, related by 
a very late commentator Bhlmasena^, that Mammata 
was the son of J ayyata and had two brothers Kayyata 
and Uvvata, of whom_ Uwafa is taken to be 
the well-known commentator on the Vedic works, 
some of which, as he himself tells us, were composed 
in Avanti while Bhoja was still reigning. It is 
suggested on this ground that Uwafa was probably 
the medium of the quotation referred to above relat- 
ing to his royal patron ; or, assuming it to have been 
composed by Mainmata himself, it might have 
obtained for its author an introduction into the 
munificent court of Bhoja®. But this theory is 
untenable; for Uvvata tells us that his father’s name 
was Vajrata and not Jayyaf-a ; and it is not clear that 
the stanza in question, given anonymously as an 
instance of the figure udatta (which consists in a 
description of the wealth and prosperity of an exalted 
personage) was composed by Mamrnata himself, who 
certainly borrows similar illustrative verses from 

bandha point out that Ruyyaka is criticising Mammata (e.g. 
Jayaratha pp. 77, 102, 107, 150, 163, 199, 304 ; Samudra- 
bandha pp. 23, 25, 119, 156, 243, 249 etc.). 

1 introd. to ed. Kiv-prak. in B. S. S. (3rd. ed. 1917) pp. 
6*7 : also extract in Peterson i p. 94. 

2 Gauganatha Jha in his introd. to his trans. of Kav. 
pfok, pp. vi-vii. 
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various sources. All tliat this aaonympus verse, may 
be taken to establish is tliat its allusion to king 
Bhoja indicates that Maminata was not probably 
earlier than Bhoja. 

We may, therefore, place Marnmata between 
Ruyyaka on the ore hand and Bhoja on the other, 
if we may assume, on the authority of the commen- 
tators, the identity of this Blioja with the Paramara 
Bhoja of Dharii, the reputed author of the Saras- 
oatl-k'^. In other words, Mamuiata probably belongs 
to the period between the middle of the 1 1th and the 
first quarter of the 12th century. Allowing two 
generations to intervene between him and Ruyyaka, 
we may assign Mammata’s literary activity roughly 
to the last quarter of the 11th century. 

( 2 ) 

Although well-known for his ' Kavya-pi'alcMa, 
which helped to establish finally and exclusively 
the doctrines of the Kashmirian school of Ananda- 
vardhana, Mammafa is also the author of a less 
known work entitled the Sabdavyapara-paricaya 
which, as its name implies, is a short dissertation on 
the expressive functions {oftti) of words. Mamrnata, 
like most writers on Poetics, was also well-versed in 
the allied science of grammar, proficiency in which he 
also displays in the larger work. 

On a summary examination of the contents of 
the Kdvya-prdkd§a, it will appear that the work is 
carefully planned and systematically worked out. 
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Peters.oa, however, ou the indication given in Rsja- 
naka Ananda’s ^ Nidarsana^ commentary, first called 
in question the unity of the work, although his first 
erroneous impression®, corrected afterwards by him- 
self,* was that the hariha-text was composed by 
Mammata, while the running prose*t)?*ffi was added by 
some other hand. There is enough evidence now to 
show that Mammata composed nearly the whole work 
{karika and vvtti), and only a small portion of the 
last chapter, left incomplete by him, was completed 
by another author, whose name is given by Ananda 
as Alata or Alaka. That the fact of joint-authorship 
is skilfully concealed is supposed to be alluded to in 
the last verse, given in most of the MSS'*, which 
apparently says that “ this way of the learned, 
though different yet appearing identical, is not 
strange, for. here the only cause is a properly construct* 
ed (plan of) combination.” This may be explained, 
no doubt, as meaning that the author here claims 
the credit of having skilfully removed, in his system- 
atic work, all conflict of opinions held by different 
authors on Poetics ; but most commentators agree 
in finding here a hint implying that the work left 
incomplete by Mammafa was completed by some 
other person, and the traces of joint-authorship are 

1 TBe name of this comm, is ^itika’ni.ha-vibodhana as well 
as Kdivyaprakasa-nidarhana, 

2 Rep. i p. 21 f. 

3 R^.\\ p. 13 f. Cf Buhler in I A xiii 30. 

4 itye^a fmrgo vidu^am vibhinnd- / pyabhinna-rnpah 
pfa^bMsate yat / na tadvicitramyadamutra sdmyag / vinirmita, 
satfighaMtaiva heiuh. 

21 
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ingeniously obliterated. Mafl.ikyacandra Suri, one of 
the earliest commentators, does not comment on this 
verse but Ruyyaka remarks in his ^ Savriheta com- 
mentary : eaa grantho granthakftdnem hatham apya- 
samiaptatvad aparena ca puritcwasesatvdd dvirkhat^.o- 
pyakhand^taya yad avahhdsate tatra sanighatanaiva 
hetuh. In this view Ruyyaka is followed by Jayanta 
Bhatta, Somes vara, Narahari Sarasvatl-tirtha, Kama- 
lakara, Ananda, Jajuesvara and other early as well 
as late commentators. Rajanaka Ananda, however, is 
more explicit and quotes a traditionary verse “ to show 
that Mammata composed the work up to the treat- 
ment -of the figure parikara (x 32), while the 
rest, consisting of a small portion of the concluding 
chapter, was completed by Alaka, Alata or Allata®. 

This statement about the joint-authorship of the 
Kavya-prakasa receives confirmation from an indipen- 
dent source. Commenting on Amaru-mtaka (ed. 
Kavyamala 18, 1916, «/. 30), Arjunavarman who, 
flourished in the first quarter of the 13th century, 
quotes from the Kavya-prakma vii ad 14 (the verse 
prasade vartasva* cited therein) with the remark 

I Peterson iii p. 19. 

3 kriah krl-mammatacarya-varyaih parikarAvadhih / pra- 
bandhah pHritah seso vidhayAlata [piaka or '^Uatd) sTirina. ^ 

3 This is perhaps the reason why in some MSS of the 
work, the colophon puts down the names of Marilmata and 
Allata (or Alaka) as the authors, e.g. Bodleian MS (Hultzsch 
collection 172), which is a Kashmirian MS in Sarada character, 
reads; iti kavyaprakaaabkidhanam kavya-Utkaanam santa- 
ptam, kftih ai^-rajanaka-manimaiakAlakavdh, 

4 This verse is ascribed to Candraka in Sariigadhara 
3565. — On this question, see Kane in //I, 191 1, p. 208. 
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yatho^krtanx do^a-niniaye mammatdlakabhyam. In 
the same chapter on dosa in the Kdvya-prakdm, Amaru 
72 is quoted as instancing the fault technically known 
(xfi jugupsdsMd (vulgarity causing disgust), because the 
word vdyu in the verse is supposed to connote vulgar 
associations. Arjunavarman defends Amaru from this 
fastidious criticism with the pointed remark ; kirn tn 

hISdaihtmayt nara-lahda-prftstadanhlvyaprakmftkdi'au 
prdyetxa dosa-dfatl^ yonnivamnUlheavapi paramdrtha- 
sahvdaydnanda padfisu saram kavhrimdarhhem doscim 
<ioa sdkmf aknrutdm. Both these passages, which 
mention tlie dual authorship of the Kdrya-prakam, 
refer in particular to cli. vii wliere the dorntt or faults 
of composition are discussed ’ Unless the remarks 
be taken to imply a general reference to the fact 
of joint-authorship without particularly meaning 
collaboration of any special chapter, one may he led 
to the conclusion that Allafa (here mentioned as 
Alaka) had a hand not only in the 10th, as the the 
tradition makes it out, but also in the 7th chapter. 

( 3 ) 

Of the three forms of the name, Alaka, Alata 
and Allata, the last, which is given in Stein’s Jammu 
Ms, seems to be the most authentic. The fa is a 
well-known suffix to Kashmirian names, and Stein 
says that “this form of the name is the only one 
known to the tradition of Kashmirian Pandits, to 
whom the double authorship of the Kdvya-prakMcx 
is Otherwise perfectly familiar.’’^ This Allata or 


I See Jammu Cat, pp. xxiii ft 
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Alaka is supposed to be the same as RSjSnaka Alaka 
■who wrote a commentary on Ruyyaka, and is quoted 
by Ratnaka^tha as such^. If this identification, which 
was suggested by Peterson but disfavoured by Stein, 
is correct, then we must also ascribe to him the 
Visamapaddddyata commentary® on Ratnakara’s 
Haravijaya, where Alaka is desci'ibed as the son of 
RSjanaka Jayanaka. It appears strange, however, 
that Allafa, the continuator of the Kdvya-prdkMct, 
should also be the commentator of Ruyyaka, who in his 
turn commented on the same work. This will make 
the two writers commentators on each other’s text ; 
and if this were so, we may naturally expect a refer- 
ence to this fact by Ruyyaka, who otherwise alludes 
to the dual authorship of the Kdvya-prahMa, but 
does not mention the name of Allafa as the conti- 
nuator*. 


( 4 ) 

A tradition, chiefly obtaining in Bengal, as we 
find it in Baladeva VidyShhusa^a and MaheiSvara 

1 Peterson ii p. i/f. 

2 i pp. 1317. Cf. Buhler, Kashmir Rep. p. 45. The wwk, 
extending over 50 cantos, has been printed in KavyamSiS 2a, 

3 It is clear, however, that the combination of uaraes 

in the colophon to a MS of the Kav.prak. (containing, in the 
same codex, the text and Ruyyaka*s ^Samketa commentary), 
v|z., iti arlmadrajinakdUatMrmammata-rucaka-viracite nifa- 
grantha-kAvyaprak^ha-savaketsprathama ullasah, should not 
lead, us to think, as Peterson and Stein do, fliat tfce JK«. 
prak. is a joint-compilation of Mamu^lta and Rucaka 
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Ny5jrAlaK»kara, two very late Bengal commentators 
on, the Kaoya-prahMa'- , imputes -the authorship of 
the harihas (here called sutras^) to Bharata and the 
prose-tjfiti to Mammata, while Bharata himself is 
said to have drawn upon the Agni-puratia. While 
the hist assertion about the Agni-puram has no 
foundation in fact and is apparently prompted by the 
amiable but unhistorical imagination of late writers, 
which delights in exalting the antiquity of the 
Puranas, the suggestion of Bharata’s authorship 
of the harihas is too unauthentic and fanciful to be 
accepted. Mammafa’s authorship of the hmikas has 
been declared by Hernacandra (Comm. p. Id^r^Kav. 
prah. V l*2b ) in the first quarter of the 12th century, 
as well as accepted by a succession of authors and 

(or Ruyyaka), but it only indicates the names of the authors 
of the original work (viz, Mammata and Allata) as well as the 
name of the author of the commentary comprised 

m the codex. 

1 VidySWiusana's Sahitya-kaumudri on Mammata, 
ed. Kavyamala <>3, 1897, p. 2, and comm.; also comm. p. i. 
and text p. 189. Cf. Peterson ii p. lof. Mahesvara's comm, 
(ed. Jivananda, 1876) p. i. This view is also endorsed by 
Jayarama Paftcanana, another Bengal commentator on Mam- 
ma^a (see Peterson ii pp. 21-2?, 107). 

2 The term sutra should not mislead us to think that 
the work might have been originally composed in that form, 
upon which the later /feSr/'/tJ-verses were based; for it is not 
unusual for the commentators to refer to Mammata’s kafikas 
themselves as sUtras-. e.g. '^Pradlpa, ed. KavyamalS 1912, 
p. 378 sUire vlbhiga upalaksanaparah ; p. 384 sUfrarri 
cOp/Aak^ifiataya yojyam\ ^Prabha, p. 381 Mtrdskardnusa- 
ratah ; ^Uddyota ed. Candorkar, x p. 123. 
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oommentators like Jayaratha, VidySdhara, Malli- 
nStha, Kuinarasvamin and Appayya. VaidyanStha, 
cotnvnentitig on ^Pradlpa (I 1), alludes to this tradi- 
tion and rejects it expressly^ ; and in this view most 
of Mammata’s other commentators agree. Apart 
from this, the evidence of the text itself goes directly 
againsh sucli a liypofchesis. The karikm iv 4-5 are 
expressly supported in the oftti by a dictum of 
Bharata (vi p. 87 ed. Grrosset), and thus imply a dis- 
tinction between the author of the karikd and that 
of the Ndtya-safitra.^ . The karikd x 8b, again, says 
mdld tu pTirnana^', implying from the context that 
the figure mdld rTipak/x follows the rule laid down 
for the figure mdldpamd, which, however, is not taught 
in any of the previous kdrikda, but explained in the 
vj'tti. This apparently indicates that the hdrikd and 
the nftti form one block which should be attributed 
to one and the same author*. 

The source of this tradition is probably the un- 
questioned reverence paid to the sage Bharata, but 
it may also be due to the fact that Mammata him- 

1 '‘PrabhS, ed. Kavyamala p. 2. 

2 Cf Vaidyanatlia on i i ; granthakrd iti mantmaiabhatid- 

khyasya MrikTikartnr nirdesah bharata-samhitHyam, 

kasaiTkcit ktirikamm darmnat sa eva granthakrd iti nayuktam ; 
caturthe — " karanUnvatha kUryani sahakirlni*’ (iv ^ ityddi 
kUrikdrthe “ tad uktam bharatena ” iti bharata-sammati-pra- 
darsanasydsamgatitvApatteh. 

3 To the same effect Vaidyanatha commenting on this 
passage, ed. Kavyamala 1912, p. 329: etad eva sUtrarp, sUtra- 
vrttikrtor ekatve jhipakam, malbpatnayah sAtrdvanukta- 
ya vrttdmeva kathnmt. Also cf other agreeing opinions 
quoted in Jhalakikara's comm. ed. B. S. S. 191/, p. 599 
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self has made a considerable use of Bhaj’afa’s harikas. 
Thus Bharata vi 15, 17-21 =Mammata iv 6-11. 
Mammafa, however has also made a similar use of kdrikas 
and illustrative verses of many of his predecessors. 
Thus the kdrikd in Mammata vil 10 {ka7\idvatamsddi^ 
IMJode) appears as a samgraha-sloka in Vamana’s 
VTtti on II. 2. 19 ; while the definition of the figure 
(Iksepa in Mammata x 20 is taken from Bhamaha 
ii 67a and 68a, or Udbhata ii 2a and 3a as found 
quoted in Abhinava’s Locana p. 36. Again, 
Mammata iv 1 and 3 are clearly paraphrases from 
the Dh'oanydloka ii 1 and 3. Mammata also makes 
a large use of Rudrata’s illustrations. 

BIBLIOGRAPHY 

a. Kavya-prakiisa 

Editions, (i) The Text only. — {a) by Nathurama, Calcutta 
1829 {b) by Jivananda 1867 etc. 

(2) Text with commentary {a) with Tatparya- 
vivarana by Mahesacandra Nyayaratna, Calcutta 
1866 {b) with ^Adarsa of Mahesvara NyayS,laiukara, 
Calcutta 1876 (by Jivananda) (^:) with comm, of 
Kamalakarabhatta, ed. Papa ^astrl, Benares 1866 
(d) with Balabodhifil of Vamanucarya Jhalakikara 
in B. S. S. 1889, 1901, 1917 {e) with ^Pradlpa 
and ^Prabhay Kavyamala 24, 1891, 1912 (/) with 
^Pradlpa and ^Uddyota (ch. i, ii, vii and x) by D. 
T. Candorkar, Poona 1896, 1915 (g*) with ^Pradlpa 
and ^Uddyota (complete) in Anandtlsrama Series, 
1 91 1 (A) with ^Pradlpa in Pandit x-xiii (^) with 
BudhamanoraHjam by Mallari Lak^mana Gastrin, 
Madras 1891 (/) with Sahitya-kaumu^ of Baladeva 
Vidyabhusana, Kavyamala 63, 1897. 
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Translations, {a) into English by Gauganatha Jha in PaHdii 
xviii-xxi, separately published, Benares 1918 (^) 
into English by Pandurang P, Joshi (ch. i ii, ami 
x), Bombay 1913. 

Our references are to the pages of B. S. S. ed. 191^ 
and in the case of kTirik^s to the text in Kavya- 
pradlpa (ed. Kavyamala 24, 1912) where the 
karkias are properly numbered to facilitate feference. 

MSS. Aufrecht i loib, 778b;ii 19b, 193b; iii 22b. SCC vii 
9, 10 1 2, 59 ; WBocl 1158, 1159; KBod 500 ; SCB 
IS 3 S> 1894, 2485, 2486; Madras CaL 12816-18, 
12819 (with Pradlpa and Prabha); WRAS 128 (l) 
The commentaries are dicussed and enumerated 
in next chapter, below. 

b. Babdavyapara^paricaya 

Edition, by M. R. Telang N. S. P. 1916. 

MSS. See BiihlePs Kashmir Rep. pp. xvii, cxxxiii ; Oudh 
Cat. xi 10 (with comm.) 
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( 1 ) 

There is hardly any other technical work in 
Sanskrit which has been so much commented upon 
as the Kmya-prakaaa, and no less than fifty different 
glosses will be found noticed in the various reports, 
catalogues and journals relating to Sanskrit MSS. 
They count as their authors not only independent 
and noted writers on Poetics like Ruyyaka and 
Visvanatha, but also men having other literary inter- 
ests, like the Naiyayika Jagadlsa and Narasirpha 
Thakkura, the grammarian Nagoji Bhafta, the 
Mimamsaka KamalSkara Bhatta, the Vaispava 
Baladeva Vidyabhusapa, as well as the Tantrika 
Gokulanatha. Very few, of these commentaries have 
yet been printed. We mention here the more important 
and better known of these writers, noting their dates 
when known and supplying whatever information 
we can gather about them. 

1. RAJANAKA RUYYAKA or RUCAKA. 
His commentary is called ’‘Sarriketa. He is identical 
with Ruyyaka (q. v.), author of the Alctnika/ra- 
sowooMca. 

MSS: Aufrecht i 102b, ii 20b: extract in Peterson 
ii p. 106. 

2. MAllillKY AC ANURA. His commentary is 
also called °8w](iketa. It is dated in sarrwat 1216* 1160 

22 
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A.D.^ MSigiikyacancIra was a Jaina author of Guzerat, 
who belonged to the Kotika-gaijw, Vajra-sakhS, R&ja- 
gaccha. The concluding verses of his commentary 
trace his spiritual genealogy to Sllabhadra, after 
whom came in succession Bharatesvara, Vairasv&min 
(Vera°), Nemicandra and SSgarendu. Our author 
states to have been a pupil of Nemicandra, as well 
as of his successor Sagarendu, who is identified fey 
Peterson® with the Sagarendu who wrote out in 
sanimt 1252( = 1196 A.D.) at Pattan the first copy 
of the Amamasvami-carita.^ Our Mauiikyacandra 
seems to be identical with Mai^ikyacandra, author 
of Parivamtha-carita, which is said to have been 
completed on the Dewali of saijivat 1276( = 1220 
A.D.) in Devakupa (Divbandar) by the sea (v.36). 
In it the author gives a spiritual genealogy, traced 
up to Pradyumna Suri and corresponding exactly 
to that given in the °Sam,heta‘^. Ma^ikya also 
appears to have written a Naldyarm or Knbera- 
piirwpa.^ Maiiikyacandra, mentioned in Merutuhga’s 
Prabandha-ciutamani as having flourished under 
Jayasimha of Guzerat, seems to be a different person. 

MSS ; Aufrecht i 102a, ii aoa ; extract in Peterson iii 320f. 

1 Peterson iii extr. p. 322, where the verse giving the 
date is incomplete, but it is given in full in Jhalakikara’s 
introd. to Kav.prak. p. 22. 

2 iv p. cxxviii. 3 iii App. p. 98. 

4 see extract in Peterson iii App. p. 157-63 ; also vi p. 
xci. The verse ^adrtarkl-lalam-vitasa'* , describing his precep- 
tor Nemicandra, occurs in Parnvamtha-carita also, as iit his 
'^Saioiketa, See extracts in Peterson iii pp. 160 and 321. 

5 Peterson iii App. p. 357. 
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3. NARAHARI, called SARASVATlTlR- 
THA. His commentary is called Bala-cittdnwra^am. 
He also refers to two works, Smrti-darpa/i^a and 
Tarka-ratna (with its Dlpiha commentary), written 
by himself. Aufrecht notes that Narahari is also the 
author of a commentary on the MeghadMa^ of which 
there is a copy in the Cambridge University Library, 
and Stein notes (p. 67) a KmimscmbhavorUka by 
Sarasvatitirtha. His commentary on Mammata states 
that he was born in saijkvat 1298= 1242 A.D., in 
Tribhuvanagiri in the Andhra country. He traces his 
own genealogy to Ramesvara of Vatsa-gotra, and des- 
cribes himself as the son of Mallinatha and Nagrainma 
and grandson of Narasimha, son of Ramesvara. 
He had a brother named Naraya^a. When he became 
an ascetic, he took the name of Sarasvatitirtha 
and composed his commentary at Benares^ . 

MSS : Aufrecht i lOib, 102a (as Sarasvatitirtha), 779a, ii 
19b, 20a ; extract in Peterson i 74 and pp. 325!. 

4. J AY ANT A BHATT A. His commentary is called 
“JHpikd or Jay anti. He gives its date as samvat 1350 
= 1294 A.D. He calls himself son of Bharadvaja who 
was the family-priest {purohita) to the chief minister 
of dsiragadeva of Guzerat, the third Vaghela sovereign 
who ruled at Pattana during 1277-1297®. Jayanta 
is apparently quoted by Paramananda Cakravartin, 
and Ratnaka^tha (q.v.), and the latter states that his 
own commentary was based on the Jayanil, Our 

,i Peterson i pp. 25f, 74. 

2 Bhandarkar 1883-84 pp. 17-18 ; Peterson ii pp. 17.20. 
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Jayanta Bhat^a must be distinguished from Bhatta 
Jayanta or Jayantaka, author of the KadavfiibarihxthSr 
Sara (ed. KSivyamalS 11, 1888), who is an earlier 
author quoted by Abhinavagupta (p. 142) and who 
lived probably in the 9th century. 

MSS: Aufrecht i loia, ii 19b; extract in Bhandarkar 
Rep. 1883-84, App. 326. 

5. SOME^VARA. His commentary is called 
Kavyddarad*- . He describes himself as the son of Bhatta 
Devaka of Bharadvaja-gotra. Jhalakikara thinks that 
he was a native of Kanauj from his decided partiality 
to that country. Peterson® and, following him 
Aufrecht*, identify him with Somesvara, author of 
Klrti-kaumudl and Surathdtsava, and place him in 
the first half of the 13th century. But this is doubtful, 
because this Somesvara is known as son of Kumara. 
Our Somesvara cites BhSmaha, Rudrata, Mukula, 
Bhatta NSyaka and Bhatta Tauta, and is cited in his 
turn by a very late commentator KamalSkara. 

MSS : Aufrecht 102a, ii 20b, iii 22b ; extract in Peterson 
V. p. 52-3. 

6. VACASPATl MI^RA. Nothing is known of 
him or his commentary, but he is cited by Ca^^dldasa 
(as 'praclna fol. 7a), by Visvanatha on Mammafa, and 
by Bhlmasena. He is probably to be distinguished 
from Vacaspati Misra, author of the Bhdmatx, whc 
is probably older than Mammata ; for in the list he 

1 The two entries Kavyaprakasa-tlka and KavyAdar^a 
in Aufrecht i 737b should be one. and both reW+rt this cdmnii 

2 V pp. Ixxxii 
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gives of his own worlts at the end of the Bhdmai\ 
he does not refer to any commentary on Mamma^a. 
Our Vacaspati is probably the Maithill legist who 
wrote Aca/rorCintamani and other works (see 
Aufrecht i 559-60). 

7. ^RIDHARAj with the title Sandhi-vigrahika, 
cited .by Cafl.dldasa, and by Visvanatha on Mammata, 
Sridhara’s commentary, called ''Viveka, . is entered in 
Aufrecht i 102a. 

8. CANDIDAS A. His commentary, called 

was written at the instance of his friend Laksma^a 
Bhatta. The India Office MS of his work is written 
in Bengali character, and he is cited mostly by 
Oriya, Maithili and Benares writers (e.g. Govinda in 
his "Bradlpa pp. 24, 36, 202, 274, Narasimha Thak- 
kura, Kamalakara, Vaidyanatha in his ° Udaharwia- 
candrika, Nagoji. Bhatta in his "Prabha, and ViiSve- 
svara in his Alanikara-kaustubha. pp. 125, 166). He 
is probably identical with Candldasa, the younger 
brother of the grandfather of VisvanStha, author 
of the Sahityordarpcma. He is also cited by Visvanatha, 
son of Trimaladeva (q. v.), in a Kashmirian MS dated 
1602 A.D. Candldasa mentions a Dhoani-siddhanta- 
grantka by himself. He also quotes a work called 
Sahitya-hvdayordarpana, which may l>e Bhatta 
NSyaka's lost HfA,aya-darpana. 

MSS ; Aufrecht i loib ; extract in IOC 491 (p. 326). 

9. VISVANJLTHA. Author of the commentary 
He is identical with Visvanfttha (q.v.) 
author of the which, -is refqrrpd.;to. 
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in this commentary as his own. First half of tiie 14th 
century 

MSS ; SCB 299 ; extract in Jhalaklkara's Introd. 

10. BHASKARA. Wrote SahUtfOrdipikdi comm- 
entary. He is cited by Srivatsalanchana, Govinda 
(p. 21), Ravi (Peterson iii p. 20), Narasimha ^hakkura 
Bhlmasena, and Ratnaka^^tha (Peterson ii p. 17). 
Narasimha calls him Lata BhSskara Misra. He is 
earlier than the end of the 15th century, being cited 
by Govinda. 

MSS: Aufrecht i ioib,779a, ii 20a; extract in Mitra 
i68l. 

11. PARAMANANDA CAKRAVARTIN. 
His commentary is entitled Vistarika. He refers to 
Misra, Dipikakrt (Jayanta Bhatta ?) and YisvanStha 
and he must be later than VidySnStha, whose PratapOr 
rudra is cited by him. He is himself cited by 
Kamalakara, Narasiinha Thakkura, VaidyanStha 
(77(iMaraM-ca»°), Nagoji Bhatt^, Anandaand Ratna- 
kaptha. Probably a Naiyayika of Bengal. He 
mentions his guru TsSna, and appears to refer in 
a punning verse ^ to the Todiva-cintamcMfi of GahgesO- 
pSdhyaya. Jhalakikara thinks that the cakra- 
varti‘lak»ana, found in the fourteeen gadadharl 
lakfotfos, was formulated by him. ParamSnanda, from 
his citations, cannot be earlier than the second half of 
the 14th century ; and he probably flourished before 
the 16th century, at the end of which QadSdhara 

I andAi doidt$dAaltare§u ke v» na vi^aieitah 

tm dfiU-vikaU dkrtsA gadi. 
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flourished. He must be distinguished from flri- 
vidya Cakravartin, apparently a South Indian writer, 
who commented on Ruyyaka (q.v.) as well as 
Mammata, and who is also cited under the 
common designation of Cakravartin. Paramananda 
also wrote a commentary on the Nai^adha { IOC vii 
p. 1438 ). 

MSS : Aufrecht i loib, ii 19b, iii 22b ; extract in 
Peterson ii pp. 108-9. 

12. GOVINDATHAKKURA.His well-known 
coininentary is called “Pradipa.^ Govinda also wrote 
an ° UdMliokrmiM-dlpi/M, apparently the same as '‘^loha- 
dipikd^ in Stein (pp. 60 , 269 ), cited by Nagoji 
Bhatta. This is supplementary to the larger exegeti- 
cal work, being a commentary on the illustrative 
verses of the text. The '‘Pradtpa has been commented 
on by Vaidyanatha ( "Prabhd) and Nagoji Bhatta 
{’’Uddyotat). Govinda was a native of Mithila, 
born in the family of Ravikara, eldest son of Kesava 
and Sonodevl, elder brother of the poet SrI-harsa 
who is not, however, as Peterson supposes, the author 
of the Nai^adha.^ In addition to this information about 

1 The full name of the commentary is Kavyaprakaha- 
pradipay simplified generally as Kavya-pradlpa : so Peterson’s 
speculation on the name (i 27) is idle trifling. 

2 The second verse of this work refers to his Kavyu- 
i>rad^a, 

3 His brother’s verse is cited in eft x (p. 355) as 
nadbhratuh hfirhar^ya, but the Nai^adha is cited by name 
n the same chapter (p.35 1) with iti nai^adha-darmmt. He 
an^ents, in one of the concluding verses, the death of this 




SANSKRIT POSTIOS 


m 

himself, Goviada tells us that he learnt kavya a^ 
sahitya from his elder step-brother Rucikara. His 
exact date is not known, but Govinda refers to 
VisvanStha as arvMina, quoting the latter’s criticisfia 
of Mainmata’s definition of poetry, as well as the 
latter’s own definition of the same, without actually 
naming him or his Sdhitya-darpcma. Govinda, 
therefore, is probably later, but not very much later, 
than the 14th century. On the other hand, he is earlier 
the last quarter of the 16th century, being 
quoted in Prabhakara’s Rasa-pradlpa which was com- 
posed 1583 A.D. Narasimha Thakkura, who flourish- 
ed later, but not much later, than 1612 A*D. 
(having himself quoted Kamalakara), is^ supposed, on 
the authority of the family genealogy, to be fifth 
in descent from Govinda, This will roughly place 
Govinda towards the end of the 15th century^. 

Editions : (i) In Pandit vols. x-xiii by Ramasastrl Bhaga- 
vatilcarya (2) with comm, of Vaidyanatha, called, ’^Prabha, in 
Kavyamala 24, 1891, (912 (our references are to the ed. of 
1912) (3) with °Uddyota in AnandAsrama Series 1911 (4) 
with ^Uddyota (ch. i, ii vii, x) by Candorkar, Poona 1889. 

MSS : (of ^Pradlpd) Aufrecht i 102b, 779a ; ii 20a, 193b : 
iii 22b. see vii 14, 15, 18 ; KBod 502, 503 ; SeB 306. 

13. JAYARAMA NYAYAPASCANANA. 
His commentary is called ^Tilaka or Jayardm. The 
commentary called Rahasya-dlpika by JayarSma, en- 
tered in some catalogues, appears to be an alternative 

brother ^rl-hanja, in which however he does not mention 
him, as he could have done, as the poet of the Nai^adka. 

I intrqd. to N. S. P. ed of the Pmd ^ ; aJsp 

Pandit xiii p. 74! 
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name. He seems to be identical with the author of 
the Nyd^yorsiddhanta-mala, the Paddrtha-manimdl&, 
and of commentaries on the Nyaya-kusumdnjali and 
on the Tattoacmtamani-didhiti (Aufrecht i 20a), which 
works indicate that he was a Naiyayika. He is 
described as the pupil of Ramacandra (or Rambhadra) 
Bhatt&carya and guru of Janardana Vyasa. He is 
cited by SrlvatsalSnchana and Bhimasena, but the 
only writer who appears to quote him extensively is 
ViiSvesvara (as Nyayapancanana) in the his Alatfh. 
kotts. pp. 11, 23, 106, 127, 161, 162, 172, 263, 327. 
JayarSma was certainly later than Raghunatha 
iSiroma^i (beginning of the 16th century), on whose 
T<xttva-cintamatf,irdldhiti he commented, but earlier 
than the beginning of the 18th century, the date 
of Bhimasena. 

MSS: Aufrecht i loib, 779a, ii 19b, 193b ; SCC 305, 2154 
(Jayaraml). Extract in Peteraon ii p. 107 and Mitra 1447. 

14. SRlVATSALAl?!rCHANA^ and SUBUD- 
DHI MISRA. SrIvatsa’B commentary is called 
Sarabodhim* It is mentioned by Hall® and attribut- 
ed to ‘‘Mahesvara, otherwise called ^rivatsalanchana.' 
Mahesvara appears to be another name of Subuddhi 
Misra who, Aufrecht notes, wrote a commentary on 
Vftmana* called Sahitya’sarvasva ; but Subuddhi also 

1 Also called ^rlvatsa-sarman, Srivatsa-varman or simply 
Vatsavarman. 

2 introd. VasavadaUa p. 54. 

3 Aufrechf s description {ABod 208a) of Subuddhimisra 
as Subuddhimisra-riiahesvara, as well as Hall’s statement, 
makes one think that the term is not mahehvara but mahesvara, 
which is often, as in the cases of Abhinavagupta and Vidya- 
dhara, applied as an appellation of a ^aiva writer. This is 

'S8 
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^^ppe«rs to be cited as a cefBtftent^tpr on ^any;:myt^ 
by Narasi^ba ^^Jl)»kkura, 

C««"), Bhtot^s^pa and R8tna!ka®.1iha. Xbe two ^are 
{irobably different persons, as .wd Ratn^- 

ka^tiha cite both Srlvatsa and .$ubnd,dbi 
.^rivatsa is also the author of an independent 

eabed Kavya-parik^a^ , which deals with , the jj^ene^al 

characteristics of poetry and fpllpwa in .the ,,inain iihe 
teaqhings of Manunata. This work jnay ..not i, be 
ideutieal with Ta^vor^fta^li^a by Siibuddhi JliJiisra 
(whiob may the name of his qominentary on Map- 
Uiajia)> cited by Ratnakanitha and entered .by ^i^JihoPn 
in Gejttral Prov. Cat. ,p. lOQ. Two other worhe^.-fKi^d' 
and B^m'6.d,aya-.mt!aka, ,are also iasoribed 't-o 
|$rivatsa. As.^rlvat^a cites Vidyanatb^j hecaUrnot be 
earlier than the 14th century; on the othey Jtia^id,» he 
is .earlier than the 1,7 th century, being .quoted, by 
Kaiualakara . ( 1 6,1 2 A. D.) and Jagannatha . It. appear^ 
also that the Smahohhim in .many places: expands or 
condenses Faramanauda’s F^i$l 0 rika, 

MSS: Aufreebt i r02a (both under >Vatsavarman and 
Srivatsavatman ), 77ga, ii 20a, .193b ; Madras Cataiague 13827 
(e?«tract). 

15. PANRITARAJA. This ooiuinentator, lokied 
V)y Katnakuptha, is probably adenstical iwith Raghu- 
nandaua Raya, disciple of the legist MahesaThehkura 
(See Jha’s transl. of Kav. prak. introd. p. jx). ;dje 
should not be confounded with.Jagannatha Bayditaraja. 

thus a surname of both writers, which rnight have led to ffieir 
doubtful identification. 

1 Aufrecht i 778b, ii jyb. 

2 Aufrecht i 103a, ii 2pa. 
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MSSi SifeJh ppi 60j 269, extract given 1164 (Aufrteht i 
19a). Stein’s MS' of thi^ work goes' up to UUasa ii only and 
quotes no avfthoTities except the MiHrns and Pmtyabhijfia- 
ka#as. Jha's M-S appears to have been copied-m idjy A'.Di* 

16i RAVI ands RATNAPANI. Ravi’ is th© 
author of Mstidhunmil commentary, the last verse 
of whioih<telis us that the author had a beloved daughter 
named'rMadhumatl, after whom the coraiuentary was 
baptised. H© also informs us that he was the son 
of Gauri and. ACivnodhara, alim Ratnapapi, and' grand 
so»> of Ac 3 TutA, who was a -minister of. ^iva»in)be.> or 
Sivasiddha- of Mithila. (about the middle of the 15th 
century, /f) <7 4v p. 875f). Ratnapani or Manndhfl^a 
also wrote a commentary, on Mammata-, calJed 
dam'paim^ , which is cited hy his: son aud an w-hichthe 
latter’s eomraentary itself seems to have beeai based. 
The father and the son are cited by Bhlmaaena, while 
Kamalftkara' and Narasiipha cite the Madhumatl- 
kSra. 

MSSt Aufrecht i loaa, ii 20a; Madras Cat. i 3 S 22'33 
Madras Trm C 1676 ; extract in Peterson iii p 332!. 

17. MAdiESVARA, with the title NyayAlam- 
kSra. His commentary is called' or 

Ho is a Bengal writei^, wht) 
also’ composed a commentary on the As 

he is cited’ by VaidyanStha he should be placed before 
the middle of the 17th century, and it is probable 
that he flourished about the commencement of that, 
oentury* 

I S^^et«i«on'iii> App. p. 332 where the extract is given 
(esp.: alt s). A' M® of this work, ca.\\^ Kavya dar/>axin ot' 
ffaifiyillllfiJfflTiilr iftr>3»ninr ia' nntirrrl' in Mitra .3169, and the 

authoi*s name given as Manodhara. 
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MSS: Aufrecht i 102a, 779a, U 20a, 193b, in 22b; SCCyn 58. 

Edition: ed. by Jivananda, Calcutta 1876. 

18. KAMALAKARA BHATTA. Heisbetter 

known as a legist, and wrote a large number of works 
on Smrti and MimSmsa. He was a Mahratta 
Brahmin of Benares, son of RSmakrsi^a Bhatta and 
Um5, younger brother of Dinakara Bhatta, and 
grandson of Naraya^a Bhafta and great-grandson 
ofRamesvara Bhafta^. Ananta Bhatta, who wrote 
the Itanta-kalpad^'tma at the request of Garibadasa, 
minister of Raja Rajasimha, was his son. Kamala- 
kara’s date is known from the fact that he dates his 
Niri}aya-sindhu in 1612 A.D. He also wrote a poem 
called Rdma-hautuka in 4 cantos. 

Edition: ed. by Papa ^astrl, Benares 1866. 

MSS: Aufrecht i ioib, ‘778b ; ii 19b, 193b. 

19. RAJANAKA ANANDA. His commen- 
tary is called Nidariana or Sitikanthorvibodhanc^ . 
Hall {Vdsavadattd p. 16) is mistaken in attributing 
this work, to Sitikapitha and taking it as dedicated to 

1 For Kamalakara’s place in the Bhatta family of Ben- 
ares, see the pedigree given in V. N. Mandlik’s ed. of 
Vyavahara-mayukha p. Ixxvi. See also Bhandkrkar, Rep. 
1883-84, pp. 50- 1. He is also the author of numerous works 
on Mlmanisa and Smrti, some of which he mentions at the 
end of his comm, (see Aufrecht i 80). His descendants still 
live in Benares. 

2 The colophon, as quoted by Biihler (Kashmir Rep. p. 69 
fn), says : iti krimad-rajanakdnpaya-tilakena rajanakdnanda- 
ken viradtam kavyaprakaaa-nidar'aanam. But elsewhere in the 
Jammu MS of Stein, it says : iti kf%-kavya-darianeMtikaf(ii^- 
vibodhane kxvybddeaa-darkanarp prathamam, col. to ch. i). It 
seems that the real name of the comm, is 
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The colophon, as well as the first verse of 
this commentary accounts probably for Hall’s mis- 
take ; but the author himself explains that the com- 
mentary is so named from the fact that an attempt 
is made in it to interpret Mammata’s text as having, 
besides its alaniJkarika meaning, a mystical sense 
relating to Sitika]j.tha or Siva. Mammata himself 
might have been a Kashmirian ^aiva ; but this leaves 
no doubt that Ananda was one, although it is doubtful 
whether the text lends itself to such an interpretation. 
The date is given in the colophon as 1665 A.D., 
although Hall thinks that this is the date in which 
the MS of the work was copied. Stein remarks : 
“ Ananda, who composed his commentary in 1665 A.D. 
is still well remembered in the tradition of Kashmirian 
PapjiJits as the contemporary and friend of Hajanaka 
Batnaka^tha**”, one of whose known dates is 1648 
A.H. Aftanda, therefore, may i .e assigned to the second 
and. third, quarters of the 17th century. Ananda also 
appears to have written a commentary on the Naisa- 
dha. 

MSS: Aufrecht i i02a, ii 20a. Extract in Peterson i 74, 
also in Stein p. xxvii. 

20. RAJANAKA RATNAKAl^THA. His 
oQiipmentary is called Sarob-samuGcaya which, as its 

Peterson thinks, Sitika'i^/tha-vibodhana being an alternative 
or descriptive name arising from the second meaning relating 
to f^itika^^a. which the commentary finds in the text. 

I prai^niyfi aircu^m kavya-prakHao bodha-siddhaye 
paffdrthti-vfV. ti-dv*ra Utikarythasya darayate. Jhalakikara 
ttauidsuadd^i^biydhpradariyate, but-femafk.s.iirrfu aitikaxbUm^ 
dar^yide' iti^pathb vivarayM-k^rair aii^krtah, 

■a Jammu Cat, p. xxvii fn. 
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title iudicates and the author confesses, was composed 
by a compilation from “the principal commentaries of 
Jayanta and others.” He cites, therefore, some of the 
well-hnown commentaries^ before his time, amon« which 
we find the Sahitya-dipika (of BhSskara), SdrabodhiM 
(of Srivatsa), the commentaries of Subuddhi MiiSria 
and Pa^ditarSja, the Visiarikd (of Paramananda)', 
the Pradipa (of Govioda?), and two other works 
Taiifio.panl'm mikI /tasa-f'atim-dlpilM. This is the 
sjiino Ratnaksixtlia. who coined the codew archetypuf> 
ol the RMjatfimngim, mentioned l)y Stein (introd. p. 
viit) and also transcribed MSS of the Sarnketix oi 
Ruyyaka in 1048, of Rayamukuta's commentary on 
Araara in 1655, and of Trilocanadftsa’s Kdtantra- 
pcmodMkU'va K.J). He is identical with Ratna- 
kantha, who was the son ofSahkaraka^tha and g^and*- 
son of /Vnanta-kavi of the Dhaumyayana race and who 
wrote a Stuti-kmumdigali-tika (called Ait®) in 

1681 A.D., and a Yudhisthira-vijaya-kdvya-ftka in 
A.D; (Aufrecht i 489b ; Stein, loc. cit). These’ dates 
range from 1648 to 1681 A.D,, during which appar 
rently the literary activity of Ratnakap.tha falls. 

MSS: Aufrecht i i02a, ii 193b ; extract in Peterson ii p. 
1-39 (also ii i6f); 

21. NARASIMHA THAKKURA. His 
commentary is called Narasiijfiha-mci^iyd. He be- 
longj»d to the same family as Govinda Thakkura and 
was fifth in descent from him. The latest writer 
he^* cites seems to be the Madhumatl'kSl*a and 
iKkmalSkara, and he is cited in his turn by Bhimasena 

I For a list of authors cited by him, see Peterson it 
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jnth tile title Ti^^yorpidyS^xagUa. 

MSS: Aufrecht i loib, ii 19b. 

22. VAIDYANATHA TATS At. Me wrote 

two coHimentariea (l) the ^Prahha on the ^Pradipa 
of Govinda and the (2) ® Ud^haram,-candrikd on the 
illustrative verses of the Kavya-prakaSa. The date 
of the latter work is given in the concluding verse 
as smrwat 1740«= 1684 A.D. He is probably 

different from Vaidyanatha, the Maithill grammarian, 
son of Mahadeva and VepI, and pupil of NJ^oji 
Hhatt^ ; for our Vaidyanatha is known as the son of 
Hi^tuacandra (or Ramabuddha) Bhatta and grandsoiii 
of Vitthala Bhatta of the Tatsat family, and is 
referred to by Nagoji himself. Our Vaidyanatha chies 
Cauidlclasa, Subuddhi Misra, the Dlpikakrt (Goyinda's 
Uddharana-^pika), Cakravartin and Mahesa, and 
is cited by Bhimasena. He may not be the siame 
as Vaidyanatha Payaguuda who wrote commentaries 
on the Candrdloka (see under Jiiyadeva below). 

Edition : ^PrabAa, ed. with Pradipa in Kavyamala 24, 
1891, 1912 (our references are to the ed. of 1912). 

MSS: Prabha. Aufrecht i 102a and b, 779a ;ii 20a. KBod 
504. Udaharana-candrika. Aufrecht i 102a, ii 20a, 193b. 
extract in Peterson ii p. 108, in SCC vii 54, in IOC 1151. 

23. BHIMASENA DiKSITA. His commen- 
tary is called Sudhd-mgara or SudhddadhP, It is 
dated in sayivat 1779 = 1723 A.D.® He was a Kanauj 
Brahmin and describes himself as the son of Siyanapda 
and grandson of Muralldhara ; his genealogy being 

1 The form Sukhbdadhi given in Peterson's extract (i 
p. 94) should be Sudhbdadki, 

2 Peterson i p< 94. 
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given thus ; Gahgadasa-^^Vlresvara-^Muralidhara-^ 
Sivauauda—vBhlinaseua. He is also the author of 
two iudepeiideut works, called Alanikara-swrdddltMra 
and Ktivalayduauda-khmidchnoi^, the latter apparently 
directed against Appayya’s work of the same name, 
and both referred to i»i his commentary on Mammata. 
The last work was composed at Jodhpur while 
Ajitasimha (1680-1725 A.D.) was still reigning. He 
also wrote a commentary on Ratndvali^. He cites 
a large number of commentators, such as Ca^dldSsa, 
Bhaskara, Acyuta, Ratnapa^i, Ravi, JayarSma 
Pancauana, Vacasapati Misra, Cakravartin, Ruci 
Misra, Murari Misra, Paksadhara Upadhyaya, Deva- 
natha TarkapancSpnana, Srivatsalanchana, Govinda 
and Narasimha Thakkura, Mahesa or Mahesvara, 
and Vaidyanatha. 

MSS: Aufrecht i 102a; ii 20a; extract in Peterson i 
p. 94 and in Jhalakikara’s ed. of Kav.prak. 

24. BALADEVA VIDYABHtlSANA, known 
simply as Vidyabhusa^a. His work, dignified with 
the name of ‘‘ a vviti on Bharata’s sutra ” (so he calls 
Mammata’s kdrikds^), is called the Sdhitya~katmudl, 
on which he himself writes a tippana, called Kr§tid- 
iiO'ndim. A work called Kmyakustubha in 9 prabhds 
is noticed and attributed to one Vidyabhusa^a in 
Stein pp. 59, 268, who appears to be a Vaisfliava and 
probably the same as our author (see pref. to KSvya- 
mSla ed. of the Sahitya-kaumudl and Aufrecht i 101a, 

1 The work is also called Alarnkara-sdra-sthiti, a MS 
of which is noticed in Mitra 4084 (Aufrecht it 23a). 

2 Aufrecht i 492. 

3 See above pp. 164-65. 
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ii 19b, 193b, iii 22b). The work deals with (1) A:S»ya- 
phalddi (2) iabddnrtha vrtU (Z) rasa {i) rUi {5) do^ 
(G) dbvanirbheda ^7) nhadhyama-kaoya (8) alatf^ka/ras. 
He was a pupil of Hamodara-dasa (concludiug verse 
and its commentary) and GopSladasa (aZias Rasikft,- 
nanda, commentary on kl. 1), and the guru of XJddhav- 
dSsa. He was a Vaisqiava and follower of Caitanya, 
and wrote various vaimana works. According to 
a tradition in Bengal, to which place he belonged, 
he was a contemporary of Jayasimha of Jayapur, 
who flourished in the beginning of the 1 8th century. 
Aufrecht notes that his commentary on the JJtkalil^ 
oaUaH was written in 1765 A.D. A pun in the 
first verse of his Sahitya-kaumudl refers, as he him- 
self explains in the Uppanpa, to Gajapati Prataparudra 
of Utkala or Orissa. 

Edition : ed. with Krsi)Anandinl in Kavyamala 63, 1897. 

MSS : Aufrecht ii 19b, 193b. The Sahitya kaumudU (in 
Oppert 1058), as well Bharata-sHtra-vrtti va i'eterson ii 10, 
is the same work as ours. 

25 NAGOJI or NAGE^A BHATTA. He 
wrote two commentaries called Laghu- and 
® JJddyota. Also author of a ® Udaharana-dlpika or 
^pradlpa on the illustrations in the text (fStein pp. 
xxvii, 268). He belongs to );he beginning of the 18th 
century. Also wrote commentary on JagannStha 
(q. V.) and other works. 

MSS : '^Uddyota. Aufrecht i loia (anon.), 102b, ii 20a, 
I'QSb, iii 22b ; SCC vii 16, 17, 55 (extract). UdahararM- 
d%pika,. : Aufrecht ii 19b (extract in Stein pp. 268-9). 

Edition. '*Uddyota ed. with '^Ptadipa in AnandAsrama 
Series 191 1 : ed. withHext and ^Pradipa (ch. i, ii, vii and x by 
Candorkar, Poona 1889, 1915. 

24 
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( 2 ) 

We give below the names of the some of the loss 
known commentators on Mammafa (alphabetically) : 

(1) Kaladhara. Wrote ^ KarikCwali, which appears to 

be a synopsis of the karikas. KBod 501 . 

(2) Kalyana Upadhyaya. Name of comm, unknown, 

mentioned by Jha in his introd. to his trails, of 
Kav, prak^ \yL. 

(3) Kfsna Dvivedin. Comm. Madhurarasa, Aufrecht 

i loib. 

(4) Krsna barman. Rasaprakaha. HPS iii no. 58 (ex- 

tract ; ends with the 5th chapter). 

(5) Krsnamitr^arya, son of Ramanatha and grandson 

of Devidatta : a Naiyayika, for whose works see 
Aufrecht i 121b. ^Tlka. Aufrecht i lOib. 

(6) Gadadhara Cakravartin Bhat^fkarya. ® Tlka, MItra 

1527 ; see vii 13. 

(7) Gunaratna Gani. Name of comm, unknown. Aufrecht 

iii 22b. 

(8) Gokulanatha Upadhyaya, the Maithill Smarta. 

^Tikay mentioned in Jha op, at, p. ix. (see chapter 
on Minor Writers below). 

(9) Gopala, known ;as BhaUa Gopala or Lauhitya 

Bhatta Gopala Siiri. Comm. Sahitya-evudi/amanu 
Aufrecht i 102a, ii 19b; Madras Trm A 1282; 
Madras Cat, 12828 (extract). Cited several times in 
Kamadhenu on Vamana (ed. Benares, pp. 4, 8, 33 
etc.). He is cited also by Kumarasvamin (p. 93), 
hence earlier than the 15th century. K. P. Trivedi, 
however, thinks that this Bhatta Gopala of Kumara- 
svamin is the same as wrote the Rasika-raf^am 
comm, on Rasamafifari (q. v.). See above p. loi. 

(10) Goplnatha. Comm. Sumano-manohara. Aufrecht i 
loib. He also wrote a comnR on Visvanatha (q.Vi). 
End of the 17th century. 
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(**) Jagadife TarkAlamkara Bha^^AcArya, the Bengal 
Naiyayika. Comm. * Rahasya^rakaka. Aufrecht 

i lOib (Mitra 1651). He was a pupil of BhavS- 
nanda and lived at Navadvipa at the beginning 
of the 1 7th century. 

(fa) JanSrdana Vyasa , pupil of Ananta. Comm. * 8 loka- 
dlpika. Aufrecht i loib, ii 19b. He also wrote 
commentaries on the Raghu and Vrtta-ratnAkara, 

( * 3) Tiruvenkata, son of Cinnatimma and grandson of 
Tirumala-guru. Madras Trm. A 318. A South 
Indian writer who quotes Bhatta GopAla’s com- 
mentary. 

14) Devanatha Tarkapahcanana. Comm. Kavya-kaumudi.. 
Aufrecht i loib, ii 19b. Cited by KamalSkara 
and Bhimasena. Bharata Mallika on Bhafti x 73 
quotes one Devanatha. See Mitra 1447 where 
mention is made of an Eka^aalfalamkara-firakam 
which quotes Devanatha as one of its sources. 

(15) Narasiufiha Suri, son of Timmaji and grandson of 

Rahgaprabhu. Comm. Rju-vrtti. Aufrecht ii 19b 
Madras Tnn. B 381. 

(16) Nagaraja Ke^va. Comm. Padav; tti. Aufrecht 

i lOlb. 

{17) NSrayana Dlk^ita, son of Rahganatha Diksita and 
brother of Balakp^ncU Rahganatha’s commentaiy 
on the Vikramtrvcm, was finished in 1656 A.D. 
Hence the date of our author is the end of the 
17th century. ^Tlka. Aufrecht i loib (see also 
292a: AFlp. 15 s), 

(18) Bhanucandra. ^Tlka. Aufrecht i lorb. Also 

wrote a commentary on the Daaakumara. 

(19) Bhavadeva, son of Kfsnadeva of Mitliila and pupil 
of Bhavadeva 'Piakkur. Comm. LUi. Aufrecht 

ii joa ,* Madras Cat. 12824-25 (extract). .Also 
wrote a c^mentary on the Vedanta-sUtra (/OC 
1438). According to the final verse in this commen- 
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tary the author lived in the reign of Sh&b Jahan 
and composed his Commentary at Patna in saka 
15711!= 1649 A.D. 

(20) Madhumatiganesa. Comm. Kavya-darpof^. Aufrecht 

i 102a. 

(21) Yajfiesvara. Comm. ^Vyakhya. Madras CaA 12821 

(extract). 

(22) Raghudeva. Comm. ^ Karikdrtha-prakl^ika, Aufrecht 

ii 20a. 

(23) Ratnesvara. Name of Comm, unknown, but referred 

to by himself in his comm, on Bhoja (cf ABod 
209a). 

(24) Raghava. Wrote an Avacnri iippana^ mentioned in 

Jhalakikara p. 36. 

(25) Rajananda. Comm* without a name. Madras Cat, 

12820 (extract) ; cf Aufrecht ii 20a. 

(2Q Ramacandra. Wrote a Kavyaprakaha-sara^ which 
is apparently a summary exposition of the sub- 
stance of the text. Aufrecht i 102b. 

(27) Ramanatha VidyavScaspati, a Bengal commentator 
who wrote the comm. ^ Rahasyaprakim. Aufrecht 
i io2a. His commentary on Bhavadeva’s Sams- 
kara-paddhati was composed in 1623 A.D. (sec 
Aufrecht i 516a). 

(28) Ramakrena. Comm. BhavCirtha or Kavi-nandinl (or 
^nandika). Aufrecht i 102a, ii 20a: also ii i6b. 

(29) Vijayananda. Wrote a Deccan ColL Cat. p. 

44. The age of the MS is given as 1683 A.D. 

(30) Vidya Cakravartin. Comm. Samprad^vaprakahin\ 

which refers to comm, by himself on Ruyyaka (q.v.) 
Aufrecht i 102a ; Madras Cat, 12826*28 (extract). 

;i) Vidyasagara, apparently the title of commen- 
tator, cited by SrTvatsalaftchana. One Vidyasagara 
wrote a JCala-dlpzk 3 -tlia on Bhat|i, kftd Is cited by 
Bharata-Mallika (on x ^3), anj? by Raitlfenatha on 
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(32) VeftkatScala Sflri. Comm. Subcdhim. Aufrecht 

i 102a. 

(33) >^ivanSrayana Dasa Sarasvatlkan^hAbharana, son 

of Durgidisa. Cofrtfti. Weber i no. 819; 

Aufrecht i 102a. He wrote at the beginning of 
the 17th century. For his other works, see Aufrecht 
i 649b. 

Besides these, there are numerous commentaries, 
either aiionyraous or without the name of the author, 
shhie \irhich are entered in Aufrecht i 101b, 778b, 
ii 20a, 193ij. A work called Kmydmftortm'omgml 
or K&vypdfakdSa-khmidatKit, apparently an adverse 
critique on Mammate, is entered in Mitra 2674. 
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( 1 ) 

Ruyyaka, who also bore the name of Raoaka‘ 
anil had the Kashmirian title of RSjSnaka prefixed 
to his name, was the son of RajSnaka Tilaka* who, 
Jayaratha informs us (pp. 115, 124, 205), wrote 
a commentary or critique on Udbhafa called 
Udbhatarviveka or TJdbha^Ormeara. 

The Alarjikara-saromm, by which Ruyyaka 
is chiefly known, consists of two parts, viz., aStm 
and vftti ; but the question has been raised whether 

1 rajanaka-rucak^arammno'lamJiarasarvasva-krtak {krtih) 
col. to Pischel’s ed. of Sahrdyalita ; cf ed. of the same 
in Kavyamala pt v, reading of MS kha. This name is 
given in some of the MSS of his larger work (e. g. col. to 
the KavyamalS and Trivandrum eds. of the text ; in Mitra 
ix. p. 117), as well as by KuraarasvSmin (pp. 393, 396, 42$, 
448), Appayya-Dlksita {Citr.imm. p. 72.), Raghavabhatta 
on Sakuntala (pp. 161, 179, 193), VidyS Cakravartin, one 
of Ruyyaka’s commetators {Madras Cat. p. 8609). Biihler 
{Kaskmif Re^. no. 247, p. xvi) and Peterson (U p. I3f ) also 
found this name in connexion with Ruyyaka’s Satuktta 
comm, on Mammata. That the form Ruyyaka is^ the more 
anthentic is testified to by his 'pupil Mafikhaka { 8 f^at$tka~c. 
XXV 30 : see below). 

2 f^janakoriUakdtnuga* col. to PischePs ed. of the 
Sahr-dofo-PUi. Ruyyaka's father was thus, like himself, a 
writer on poetics, and a follower of Udbhata. 
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'ttie autihorship of the two parts should be attirv 
bated to the same writer. The KSvyamSla edition 
of the text, published under the above title, admits 
Ruyyaka’s authorship of both the sMra, and the 
vrtii, a view which is accepted by his earliest 
commentator Jayaratha, who refers to the author 
as graiUhakft with respect to both the sMra and 
vrtti portions. * The invocatory verse to the vviH 
in this edition reads in the second line 

vrttya tMparyam ucya^, 

so that the sMra is avowedly referred to as his 
own by the vrtUkara.^ Some doubt, however, 
has been thrown on this view by the discovery 
of a different reading of this line in some of the 
South Indian MSS, which introduce a grave 
variant in the phrase mjdlmpkara-sutrcmam by 
changing it into gurvalaipMrctrButran^. There 
is also, at the end of the vrtti in these MSS, an 
additional verse*, which gives the name of the 
lOftti (and not of the text which is called AlomJci^ar 
$Mra) as Alarnkara-sarvasva, and the name of 
the author of the vftti as Mahkhuka or Mahkhaka, 
who is described as a mndhi^igrahika to the 
king of Kashmir. This forms the reading of the 
text, (based on three MSS,) which is published 
in the Trivandrum Series, .as well as of MSS 

1 pp. 19, 20, 55, 57, 67, 72, 83, 87 etc. 

2 Same reading in ABod 210a, where Ruppaka is a 
mistake or a \niriant (Biihler qp, cit. p. 68) for Ruyyaka 
Mitia ix p. 117. 

3 iti mai^huko vitene kiiimra-k^porsandhiiiigfahikak 
sukmi-^ukkAlaaipkiSireeqi, tad idam (danjpJkarasOtvasvam, 
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notieed by Burnell^ Winternitz* and n tlie 
Madras Gatalofue^. This view is supported by 
Samudrabandha, a South Indian commentator, 
who flourished in the end of 13th century and 
whose text is printed in the Trivandrum edition ; 
lor the rrtti, the subject of his commentary, is 
known to him by the name of Alarithomhsarvasva 
and its author as Mahkhaka, while the original work 
of Ruyyaka is called AlaTfikara-sUtra. 

We are thus confronted with two distinct 
traditions, embodied in these two different views 
and prevailing in the North and in the South of 
India respectively, with regard to the authorship 
of the vrtti, there being no dispute as to Ruyyaka’s 
authorship of the sfrfm-text itself. So far as we 
can judge, the North Indian tradition, obtaining in 
Kashmir, to which place both Ruyyaka and Mah- 
khaka belonged, seems to be the authentic one ; 
for the South Indian tradition is not uniform in 
this respect and does not always distinguish between 
the author of the sUtra and the vrtti respectively. 
Thus Appayya Diksita, a noted South Indian writer, 
refers* to Ruyyaka or Rucaka as the author of the 
work as a whole, which is called the Alatukara- 
sarvasva, attributing to him both the sutra and the 

t Tanjore Cat, p. S4a. 

2 Cat, of South Ind, MSS in the RAS. p. 208 ; cf Jacob 
in JR 4 S, 1897, p. 283!. 

3 pp. 8606-7. The question is discussed at some length 
in HaricSnd ^strl op. cit p. 105!. 

4 Citf, tmm. p. 14. 15* S 4 » 72 i> 4 < 90 . 94,98 ; Kwoalap,. 
p. 41, 85^92, 96,, 184, 
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Vftii \ and Appayya is iu agreement, in this respect, 
with MallinStha^, KumSrasvamin®, and JagannStha*. 
On the other hand, the testimony of Jayarabha, 
himself a Kashmirian, cannot be very well superseded 
by what the later commentator Samulrabandha 
says in conformity to a tradition which itself is 
not unanimous. It is also significant that while 
Ruyyaka (and even Jayaratha) is quoted and dis- 
cussed extensively by later writers on Poetics, 
Mahkhaka is not cited as a writer on the subject except 
once by Appayya iu his Oitroi'mimwrfkm (p. 10). 


( 2 ) 

This tradition of Mahkhaka’s collaboration with 
Ruyyaka would nob perhaps have arisen, had not 
Mahkhaka, as the tradition says, been in fact a 
pupil of Ruyyaka. Rsjanaka Mankha or Mafikhaka, 
son of Visvavarta and grandson of Manmatha, is well 
known as the Kashmirian author of Srlkantha-cctrita 
(ed. KSvyamala 3) which was written, according to 

1 Tarala pp. 3i, i86, 187, 232, 237, 249, 261, 262, 266, 

33*. 333 . 

2 RatnA^ana pp. sar. v tti p. 58), 425 

133), 448 {^tbid, p. 144); p. { — ibidy sUtra 

p. 20) p. 4.^2 =a (ibid, p. 156). 

3 RasagangUdhara, numerous references but .see pp. 163 
and 200, where both the sUtra and vriti are quoted under the 
citation Alamkaro'sarvasva. See also Raghavabhatta on 
Aikuntola p. i6i {=Alaqi>. sarv. vrtti p. 64), p. i7g{—ibid, 
p. 75), p. 193 {^‘ibid, p. 127). 

25 
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3AKMIUT rOBTIOS 


BUhier^, between 1135 and 1145 A-£^- Ma&kbak»’s 
brother Alainkara (or LaAkaka, xxv 15, 37^) was a 
imuUber (v 62, xxv 43, '61) under Su3sala and 
Jayas'uulia of Kashmir (1129-1150 A. D.), and another 
brother ^rugara held a high office (bfhoib-tantra- 
pati) under Sussala, whom lie assisted in his war against 
Harsadeva. Mahkhaka tells us how after eonaposing 
his poem he submitted it, at the house of his brother 
Alatpkara, to an assembly of learned scholars and 
officials, among whom he describes Kuyyaka as 
his own pi'eoeptor (xxv 30, 135). TMs aleo ex- 
plains how Ruyyaka’s own work contains five verses 
from Maiikhaka’s poem® cited as illustrations ; for 
it is not unlikely that the yaru should in this way 
quote his worthy disciple. As the latest da.te of 
Matikhaka’s poem is given as 1145 A. D., we may 
presume that Ruyyaka’s Alamkara-saroasoa, which 
({uotes it, was composed a little later ; and it will 
not be wrong it we fix Ruyyaka’s literary career 
in the second and third quarters of the 12th 
century**. 


( 3 ) 

The works of Ruyyaka are numerous, of which 
three only have been printed : 

■ ■ — — I . „ , y 

1 Op, cit, p. sof ; extract App. pp. cix f. See also Raja^ 
tayang^ viii. 

2 See Jacob ia JRASy 1897, p. 283 for these verses, 

3 Jacob {op. cit, p. 283) points out that Rayyaka 
(p. 93) quotes the Raja-tarangmh iv 441, which work, was 
not eompleted till about. 1150 A. D. in the reign of Jay a- 
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(1) K&t>jfapraM6a-$ct^keta, a. oommeutwy on 
Matninata’s text, referred to as Ruyyaka’s by 
layarathia p. lOfii, and by Ratnakagtba (Poterscm 
ii pp. 17, 19 as Bi'h^at-mTYiketa). For MSS, see 
abnve p. 169. 

(.-2) Alarphnra-mmjari, referred to by liimself 
at p. 1 5. 

(3) SdMtyorm^mmjn^a, referred to by himself 
at p 61, also by Jayaratha p, 126. It is cited 
witboot the author’s name in VidySnatha p. 11 
(of ABod 210a). Burnell’s anonymous metrical 
SSMtya-mimamga (p. .’)8a), with KfUi in eip^t pra- 
hobTfUim, is probably tliis work. 

(4) Aloinhardnmm'ii^, cited by Jayaratha as 
Ruyyaka’s (p.p. 36, 57, 58 and 60). This work is 
suppo^d by Peterson^, and following him by 
A«i&eoht* and Jacobi^, to be a commentary on 
JaUuH^^’s Somajt)eila-vildsa. As Jayaratha’s citations 
indicate, it discussed incidentally some of the poetic 
figuttes, bwt tliere is nothing in these citations to 
show that it was in fact a commentary on Jaihana's 
Memapafa-miSsa. The poet Jalhapia is deserilied 
in Mahkhaha’s l^rikantha^earita (xxv 75) ; and 
Somap&la, king of Rgjapurl (near Kashmir ), whose 
life Jalhaijta appears to have recorded, is known 

sinfha. This verse, however, occurs as an anonymous 
quotsetion in Abhinava’s Comm, on Bharata (ch. vi). 

A « p. ry : introd. to p. lo6. Acies du 6 me 

Cmypnit p. 1^4. It is so described by Ratnakantha. 

2 Cat. Cat. i 32b. 

3 JiJfMG Ixii 291 ; cf HaricSnd ^strl op, cit. pp. 

lOS-iofi. 
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from the B^a-tarangim (viii 62 If) to have made 
war against the Kashmirian Sussala. It is clear 
that this poet, who must have flourished in the 
first half of the 12th century, should be disting- 
uished from Bhagadatta Jalhaiiadeva, the compiler 
of-.' the SuktirmuktSvali, who lived in the second 
half of the 13th century, but to whom Aufieoht 
(i 203a) wrongly attributes the Somapala-mlasa 
itself. 

(5) A commentary on Mahimabhatta’s Vyakti- 

nioeka, referred to by Jayaratha as Vyaktivivekoh 
vicara (p. 13). This has been identified with 

the anonymous commentary published with Mahima- 
bhatta’s work in the Trivandrum Series ; for, 
although the author’s name does not appear in 
the published text of that commentary, which is 
called simply ^Vyakhyana, the anonymous commen- 
tator refers in it to his other works, the Sahitya- 
mim^sS (p. 32) and Haraacarita-varttika (p. 44, 
50), which we know to be two works of Buyyaka 
referred to by himself in his Alatjikara-sarvasva 
and mentioned by Jayaratha. He refers in this 
work also to the Oandrika (on the Bhvanydloka), 
Kdvyotrkautuka, Hfdaya-darpaim (pp. I, 13), and 
Kuntaka’s Vakrdkti-jlvita (pp. 16, 32, 36, 44). 

(6) Nataka-mlmarnsa referred to as his own 
in the above commentary on Mahimabhatta. (p. 32). 

(7) Sarsacarita-vcirUika referred to as his own 
in Alarp&dra-sarvasva p. 61 and in Vyaktivivehor 
vydkhydna p. 44. 

(8) Sahfddyorhla, edited in the KSvyamftlfi, as 
well as by Pischel. 
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(9) Ala/iri^i^a vwUika, cited as Ruyyaka’s by 
Jayaratha p, 71. 

(10) Srlkaritha-sta'ca cited in Ala/ipkara-mrvmva 


p. 19. 


( 4 ) 

THE COMMENTATORS ON RUYYAKA 
ALAKA ( OB ALATA ? ) 

This commentator is referred to by Ratna- 
ka^tha in his own commentary on Mammata‘, the 
name given being Rajanaka Alaka. We have seen 
that the identification of Mammat'a’.s continue tor 
Alaka, Alata or Allata with tliis commentator is 
open to doubt®, and nothing more can be said on the 
subject until his commentary is recovered. 

JAYARATHA 

His commentary is called Alariikara-vimarHm. 
He informs us that his father’s name was Srhgara 
and his parton was king Rajargpja. From his 
commentary ^Viveka on the Tantrdloka, we learn 
that the full name of his father was ^imgararatha, 
who had two sons, named Jayaratha and Jayadratha*. 

1 Peterson ii p. 17 and f. 

2 See above p. 164. 

3 The Kashmirian MSS of the AlamAara-vimariinl 
examined by Biihler vacillate between these two names as 
the name of our author ; and Peterson's MS of Ratnakan^ha’s 
Sara-samuecaya reads Jayadratha (ii p. 17), which is accept- 
ed by Aufrecht, although the published texts;. of.;^l^ 
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He also tells us that he was a pupil of SaAkha- 
dhara and Siva. Jayaratha’s pedigree is given at 
some length in his ° Viveka, and we learn that 
his great-grandfather’s brother was Sivaratha*, 
who was a minister of king Ucchala of Kashmir 
(llOl-llll A.D.). As four generations intervene 
between the minister of Ucchala and Jayaratha, 
Biihler thinks that the latter liver! in the beginning 
of the 13th century. Jacobi supports this con- 
clusion and attempts to arrive at a greater precision 
by identifying .Tayaratha’s (and his father’s) patron 
king Rajaraja with Rajadeva who is mentioned 
by Jonaraja in 2 Raj a-tarahffim v 79-91, .and who 
lived in 120,3-1226 A.D.® 

The citations in Jayaratha are numerous, and 
include the names of Bhamaha, Dap.din, Udbhafa 
Vamana, Rudrafa, the Dhvanikara («iAnanda- 
vardhana), the Vakrdkti-jlvita-kara, Abhinavagupta, 
the Vyaktiviveka-kara, Bhoja and Mamraafa. 
Besides citing his own author’s other works and 
RajSnaka Tilaka’s work on Udbhafa, Jayaratha also 

^Vimar 8 itn,As well as the ® have Jayaratha, which 

Biihler himself considers {op. cit. p. 68) to be the correct name 
of the author of the two commentaries, the other being 
that of his brother. 

1 v. 22 ; see the extract given in Biihler op. cit. App. 
pp. cli f. This Sivaratha is mentioned in Raja-taraUg* 
viii III. 

2 Jacob {JR AS, 1897, p. 283) came to the conclusion 
that Jayaratha must be placed later than the end of the 
isth century, for he quotes from the Prihihtaja-vijc^a, a fwem 
deattng with PrthvlrSja of Delhi who fell in 1193 A J}, 

BiMert cit. {». Csji 
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raentions two other works on Alamk^ra unknown 
to US, viz. Alanikarorbha^ya, (pp. 35, 83, 173) and 
Alaifik^a-sara 171, 172, 184). The Alm^haror 
bha^ya is also cited by Jagannatha (pp. 239, 365) ; 
while a work bearing the name Alartikara-sara 
is mentioned in Kielhorn’s list^, and in Peterson in 
App. p. 393 ; but this is probably a later work 
attributed to Balakrs^a PSyagu^da who also wrote 
a commentary on Ap[)ayya’8 Citra-mlMiarysa (q. v.) 
and was thus later than the end of the 16th cen* 
tury*. The ^Vimarsinl is, in its turn, cited exten- 
sively by Jagannatha, chiefly because Appayya, 
against whom Jagannatha’s attacks are primarily 
directed, follows Ruyyaka and Jayaratha pretty 
slavishly. 

Jayaratha appears also to have written another 
work on Poetics called Alarp,kar6dahara)ia, in the 
concluding verse of which he refers to his ® Vimar- 
Uni. It appears from the resurad of the work 
given in Mitra 2442 that it was chiefly meant to 
adduce illustrations to Ruyyaka’s text, which the 
limited scope of his “ 'FimarHm did not allow him 
to do properly. 

S AMUDR AB ANDH A 

Samudrabandha flourished, as he himself tells 
us, in the time of Rayiyarman, alias Saingramadhlra, 
king of Kolaraba in the Kerala country (Travancore), 

I Kielhorn’s List i 8 ; see also Aufrecht i 32 b. 

.2 But sec Pischel in Cr^/1, 1885 , p. 765 , contra Jacobi in 
ZDMG xlit 293 . 
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^lad there are uumarous illusirativa veri33 iu the 
oum’^nentary itself, which sia^ the jjr.iise of this 
kiaj'^. The editor of this oommeatary in the 
Triv.tuirutn Series tells us that this king, who was 
[>robably an ancestor of the Maharaja of Travauoore, 
was born in 1265 A.. D., so that Samudrabandha 
may be taken to have flourished towards the end 
of the 13th and the beginning of the 14th century. 

The citations from earlier authors are not so 
numerous in Samudrabandha, but he shows his 
fa niliarity with Bha aalia, Udbhata, Vamana, 
Budrafa, the Dhvanikara and Anandavardhana, 
Bhafta Nayaka, the VakrAktijivita-kara, Mahima- 
bhatta, Bhoja and Mammata. He also cites 
Udbhata’s presumably on Bhamaha’s KSvyd- 

Icvi^pk^ra. 


VIDYA GAKRAVARTIN 

A CO mnentary, called S'xrtijlvanl, on Ruyyaka 
(ilsj vu'iously style I Ala-mkdkra-sx nfioatil or ^Saroa- 
$oa~mtr\,j%oa>nl) is cited by Mallinatha® and Kumara- 
svamin*. Appayya^ and Yisvesvara® apparently refer 
to the author of this commentary by citing Gakra- 


t e. g. pp. 48, 58, 76, 133, 149 {kolaftbiXihipati) etc. 

2 PP- 31. 57 . 221, 237, 324. 

3 po. 54 (Cakravartin, as coinnaentator on Alam. sarva- 
svti), 319, 377, 383 {^Samflvam, as a comm, on Alam. sarv.) 
387. 393 , 398, 435 , 449 - 50 , 465. 

4 Citr. m%m. p. 7. 

5 ^4np. kaust. p, 11 . 
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vartiu ; for the two verses^, thus cited by them, are 
attribufod to this commentator by KuraSrasvamin, 
whose other references show that Cakravartin 
wrote a ^ Saijujlvanl commentary on the Almphara- 
sarvasva. This Cakravartin, who is to be distin- 
guished from Paramananda Cakravartin, appears 
to be identical with SrI-vidya Cakravartin (which 
was probably his full name), two MSS of whose 
commentary on Ruyyaka, called ^ Saipjwam, are 
noticed in the Madras Catalogue^. This com- 
mentary refers to and is referred to by the same 
author’s Sainpraddya-prakasinl Brhati Tlkd on 
Mammata^, and both the commentaries are men 
tinned together at the close of the former work thus 

kavyapralcxifie’laipkdrasarvasve ca vipaicUim 
atyddaro jagatyasmin, oydhhydtam uhhayavy, tatah, 
which indicates the popularity of the works ot 
Mammata and Ruyyaka in later times. Vidya 
Cakravartin calls his author Rucaka and refers 
to him as sdndhivigrahika. He appears to be a 
South Indian writer, belonging to the Sampradaya 
sect. The reference by Mallinatha should place 
him chronologically earlier than the end of the 
14th century. 

1 as cited above = Raindpana p. 378. See other 
references to this author by Kutnara-svSmin given in p. 200 
above, fn 3. 

2 no. 12799-12800, pp. 8609-10. Jacobi wrongly conjec- 
tured Alaka to be the author of this ^Sain/lvanl {ZDMG 
Ixii p. 392). 

3 idl'd, no. 12826-28, p. 8627 ; Burnell SSa. See above 

p. 1 88. 

26 
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XIX HEMAGANDRA AND THE VAGBHATAS 


( I ) 

The versatile and volumious Jaina writer Hema- 
candra directed his many-sided activity to the field 
of Sanskrit Poetics as well, and wrote a Knvydmiidisana 
(with wUi) and its commentary, called Alcmk&t'a- 
cuddmatii, basing it chiefly on Mainmata’s work, but 
appropriating his materials from various sources^. 
While as a textbook it hardly supersedes the Kdvya- 
prakdsa, it is, like most of Hemacandra s other produc- 
tions, more or less an industrious compilation, 
displaying its author’s encyclopaedic erudition, but 
hardly constituting an original contribution to the 
subject. 

I He appropriates, for instance, long passages, without 
acknowledgment, from RSjasekhara, Abhinavagupta, the 
Vakroktijivita-kara, Mammata and others. The passage in 
the commentary from p. 57 to p. 66 is copied almost verbatim 
from Abhinava on Bharata ch vi, with only a general 
acknowledgment at conclusion iti srlman abhinavaguptdcaryah, 
etan matam evAsmabhir upajlvitam veditavyam (p. 66). In 
the vrtti, again, at p. 83, the remarks on the sthavi-bhava 
(pp. 83-84) are copied from the same source. His extensive 
appropriation from Rajafekhara has been already alluded 
to see p. i2Sf above. At p. 316 he calls himself a follower of 
Bharata’s views (pharata-mat&nusarl). His dependence on 
earlier works is so close as to amount at times to almost 
slavish imitation or plagiarism. 
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About Heraacandra and his time, we know perhaps 
more than we do with regard to other writers on 
Poetics, and the biographical and other details will 
be found collected together in Biihler's erudite little 
pamphlet on this author*. Hemacandra was born 
at Dhunduka (in Ahmedabad) on the full noon night 
of the month of Karttika in the samvat year 1145»= 
1088-89 A.D., of humble parents, named Caciga and 
Pahini. He was originally named Cahgadeva. He was 
consecrated as a Jaina monk in samveU 1154 = 1098 
A.D., taking the name of Somananda. He was a 
pupil of Devacandra of Vajra-^kha, author of the 
Sthmaka-vrtti and the iSantinathchcanta. He became 
a s«n or acarya in samvat 1166 = 1110 A.D., changing 
his name, again, into Hemacandra. He spent the 
greater part of his life, as the acknowledged head of the 
Jaina community at A^iahilla-pattana, under the 
patronage of Jayasimha Siddharaja (1094-1143 A.D.) 
and his successor Kumarapala of Guzerat, dying 
shortly before the latter \n8am,vat 1229 = 1173 A.D. 
He wrote most of his works at the request of his 
patrons, of whom he converted KumSrapSla into 
Jainism in samvat 1216 = 1160 A.D. 

( 2 ) 

There are two Vagbhatas in Sanskrit Poetics 
who must be distinguished from each other, viz, 
Vagbhata, author of the V&gbhaidlcvtfihS/ra (here 

I Ueher das Leben des Jaina Monches Hemacandra t 
Wien, 1889 ; Jacobi in Enty. of Religion and Ethics, v» 591. 
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cited fts Vftgbhata I) and Vagbhata, author of the 
Kd^iydnniamna and its vftti, AlarflkSra-tilaka (here 
cited as Vaghhafa II). Eggeling^ falls into the error 
of confounding the two and assigning both the works 
to the same author. From the Vci,gbhaidlfm\kara iv 
148, we learn that the Jaina name in the Prakrit 
form of the author is Bahada and that ho was the 
son of Soma®. From the Kiimjdimmmna and its 
commentary*, on the other hand, we learn that its 
author was the son ofNemikumaraand Maha-{mahlf-) 
devi or Vasundhara; while his native town, called 
RShadapura from the shrine ot a deity of that name, 
is mentioned*, as well as described, in a verse by the 
author himself®. Vagbhata IT also appeal’s to cite 
Vftgbhata I as one of his authorities®. Both the 
Vftgbhatas, however, quote from the poet Vftgbhata, 
author of the Nemi-nirvaim, Vagbhata II citing the 
poem by name frequently for the purpose of illustrat- 
ing the characteristics of a good poem (e.g. p. 16)’. 
It appears that Vftgbhata I may or may not be 
identical with the poet of the Nemi nirvana; but 

1 IOC iii pp. 330-1. 

2 So also in Jinavardhana, Simhadeva and Ksemahamsa- 
gani’s comms. on this verse. 

3 p. I vrtti, and the concluding verse. 

4 p. I vrtti. 

5 IOC iii p. 332. In the Kavyamala edition of the 
work, this verse is also given at p. 10, but the words astmbhir 
uktam, preceding it in the India Office MS, are wanting. 

6 ii p. 31: darA’i-vamana-vagbhatAdi-prtmltS dam 

kivya-gwdMh. 

7 The verses quoted in VagbhatAUrmkara from the Nemi- 
mrvavM are given by Jacob, op. at. p. 309. 
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VSgbhata II should be distinguised from both^. 
We must also distinguish the medical writer VSgbhata, 
son of Simhagupta. 

Vagbhata I seems to have been contemporaneous 
with Hemacandra, and lived under the Calukya 
Jayasimha Siddharaja of A:^ahilla-pattana®, who 
flourished from 1094 to 1143 A.D. We have refer- 
ences to this king and his capital in iv 45, 76, 81, 85 
and 132, and he is described as the son of king 
Karnadeva. Both Jinavardhana Suri and Simhadeva 
Gapi in their commentaries explain that the prince 
referred to is Jayasimha, son of Karp.adeva, oi 
Apahilla-pataka. It also appears from what Simha- 
deva Gapi on iv 148 says that Vagbhata was probably 
a mahdmatya of the said prince, a statement which 
is supported by the description given of our author 
in PrabhScandra Suri’s Prabhavaka-canta^ , from 
which we also learn that Vagbhata lived in 1123 A.D. 
and also in 1157 A.D. Vagbhata’s literary activity, 
therefore, may be assigned roughly to the first half 
of the 1 2th century. 

1 Winternitz thinks {Geschichte der Ind. Lit. ii p. 338 
fn I, iii p. 22 fn i, also iii p. 642) that Vagbhata I is the 
same as the poet of the Nemi-nirvana . — Jalhana ascribes 
the verse anMocya premnah to one Vagbhata, but it does not 
occur in any of these Vagbhatas. It occurs, however, in 
Amaru 80. It is cited anonymously by Vallabhadeva 1170; 
while in the Sadukti-karnamfta it is attributed to Raja^khara, 
and in Kavindra-vacana 372 to the poetess Vika^a-nitamba. 

2 and not Jayasimha of Kashmir, as Haricand (p. 49) 
erroneously gives it. 

3 Second half of the 1 3th century, see Biihler’s Hema- 
candra note i; also VagbhedMam^ (ed. Kavyamala, I9i6)p,i-2fn. 
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Vsgbhata II appears to be a later writer. His 
reference to VSgbhata I and considerable borrowing 
from Hemacandra give us one limit to his date. 
The other terminus^ is unknown ; for the Jaina 
authors (excepting Hemacandra) are rarely quoted 
by later writers on the subject. He may have been 
earlier than Devesvara, whose borrowings, however, 
are not conclusive enough for any chronological 
inference. Vagbhafa II himself cites two of his own 
works, viz. Rsabhadeva-carita (p. 15, called a maha- 
kdvya) and Chctnddnmasana (p. 20) ; but of these 
nothing is known. In two illustrative verses there are 
references to two princes called Mularaja (p. 45) and 
Vibhakara (p. 44). This Vibhakara is unknown, 
but Mularaja appears to be the same as the founder ol 
the Calukya dynasty at ADiahilla-Y)attana( = Anhilvad) 
in Guzerat®. 


( 3 ) 

No commentaries on Hemacandra and Vagbhata 
II is known, but the Vaghhatdlamkara^ appears 

1 Haricand ^astrl (<?/. cit. p. 49) places him in the 13th 
century, but he does not state the grounds of his opinion. 

2 Peterson notes (iii App. p. 124) a reference in the 
pu^pika of a MS of Hemcandra’s Trii^mU-mlaka-puruHa to 
one Nemikumara, who flourished in sanivat 1295, and he 
queries whether this Nemikumara was our Vagbhata’s fatlier 
(iv p. Ixxi). 

3 The published text of this work contains five chapters, 
which is also the number in the Bodleian, Stein, Madras and 
India Office MSS; but WebePs MS (1718) adds a sixth 
chapter, which appears to deal with the Rgure yamaka* 
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to have been fortuuate iu this respect. Of the com- 
inentators on this work, whose names are noted 
below, Jinavardhana Siiri and Simhadeva Gaijii are 
better known, and their commentaries have been 
published. Jinavardhana was pupil of Jinar&ja Suri 
and was a priest of Kharatara-gaccha from about 
1405 or 1419 A.D.*. In some catalogues (e.g. Mitra 
2814), his name is given as Adinatha. 

I Klatt in xi p. 249; Bhandarkar Rep. i882“3, p. 
25 ; IOC iii no 1156 and 26s6a. 

Bibliography 

Hetnacandfa 

Edition. Kavyamala 71, 1901. 

MSS. Autrecht i 103a, 32a (under AlanikaracUdamaniy 
Aufrecht apparently confuses between the text 
and the commentary, as also in) 779a ; . iii 22b. 
Madras Cat. 12836. 

Vagbhaifi I 

Editions. (i)byA. Borooah, Calcutta 1883 (2) Kavyamala 48 
(with Sinihadeva Gani's comm.) 1895, 1915 (our 
references are to the ed. of 1915) (3) by Murti- 
dhara, Srlvehkat^vara Press, Bombay (4) with 
an old gloss, by Ksemaraja Srlkpsnadasa, Bombay 
1894 (5) Granthamala viii 1889-90 (with Jinavar- 
dhana’s comm.). 

MSS. Aufrecht i 559a, ii 132a, iii ii8b. SCC vii 44; SCB 
687; KBod 509 ; Madras Cat. 12954. 

Commentaries, (i) by Jinavardhana Suri of Kharatara-gaccha. 

Ed. with the text in Granthamala viii. MSS in 
Aufrecht i S59a, ii 132a, iii ii8b : Bendall na 421- 
22. Adinatha in Aufrecht i SSga is the same as 
Jinavardhana. 
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(2) by Siiuhadeva Gani. Ed. with text in 
Kavyamala 48 and by Srivehkatesvara Press, Bom- 
bay. MSS: Aufrecht i S59a, ii 132a, iii ii8b. 

(3) Samiistlnvaya iippana by Ksemahamsa 
Gani. Aufrecht ii 132a ; extr. in Stein p. 274. 

(4) Vivarana of Ganesa, son of Anantabhat^a 
and disciple of Bhaskara. Aufrecht i 559a, 794a. 

(5) by Rajahaiiisa Upadhyaya, pupil of Jina- 
tilaka Suri who was a pupil of Jinaprabha Suri of 
Kharatara-gaccha. Aufrecht i 5S9a, The MS 
noticed by Bhandarkar {Rep. 1883-84, pp. 156, 279) 
was copied in samvat 1486= 1430 A.D. 

(6) by Samayasundara, pupil of Sakalacandra, 
who was a pupil of Jinacandra. His commentary 
was composed in Ahmedabad for Harirama in 1636 
A.D. See Peterson iv p. cxxvi. MSS in Aufrecht 
ii 132a, Also wrote a comm, on Raghu, 

(7) AvacTiru Author’s name unknown. 
Aufrecht ii 132a, iii ii8b. 

(8) anonymous commentary in SCC vii 45. 

Vagbhaia II 

Edition. Kavyamala 43, 1894, 1915. 

MSS. Aufrecht i 32a (under Alamkara-tilaka^ for Aufrechi 
takes this to be another name of the Kawdnumsam 
of Vagbhata II). 
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XX ARISIlfflA. AMAEACANDRA 
AND DEYESVARA 


( 1 ) 


The Svet&.mbara Jainas, Arisimha and Amara- 
candra, are notable in Sanskrit Poetics for a work on 
the composition of verses called the KavHa-rc^mya 
or KavyorkalpalcUd, and its commentary entitled 
Kavya-halpalata Kaviiiksa-vt'tti. This work was com- 
posed in part by Arisimha and completed by Amara- 
candra^, who also wrote the commentary®. Arisimha, 
described as the son of Lava^yasimha or Lava^asiinha 
wrote also a poem (called Suhrkt-sarjfMrtam) in honour 
of his patron Vastupala (d. 1242 A.D.), the Jaina 
minister of the Dholka Rapa Viradhabala ; and he also 
lived in the time of Viradhabala’s son Visaladeva®. 
Amaracandra appears to be a more prolific writer, 
being also the author of the JinSndrorcarita (otherwise 

1 kimcic ca tad-racitam atmakrtam ca kimcit / vyakhyU- 
syate tvarita-kavya-krtd tra sTltram, says the vrtii. 

2 The colophon calls the vitti kavt-siktja-VfUi. Biihler 
thinks, from i i and 2, that the original ^ar//&«-verses of 
Arisiinha were called Kavita-rahasya, while Amaracandra’s 
vftti was entitled Kavya-kalpalata. 

3 See the question discussed in detail in Biihler, Das 
SukrtasavfiMrtana des Artsirthka, Wien 1889, pp. jf, 38; a lg<^ 
lA vi 210-12. 
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called FadmdnandorhavyaY , the Bala-bhamia^ and 
a grammar (?) called SyMiMda-s<muccaya {^Kxkivochlt 
i 180). RSjasekhara, the Jaina author of the Pra- 
b(tndhct»ko^a, also attributes a Snktdvali and a Kald- 
kaldpa. In the vrtti to the Kavyorkalapalatd itself, 
three other works by Amaracandra are cited, viz. the 
Chando-ratndvalt, a work on Prosody (p. 7), the 
Kavya-kalpalatd-parimala^ , (pp. 22, 31, 80), probab- 
ly an epitome or continuation of the same work, and 
an independent work on Poetics called Alamhdra- 
proibodha (p. 147). 

Amaracandra was a pupil of Jinadatta Suri* of the 
VSyada-gaccha, who is identified with the author of 
the Vivehx-vilma and who lived about the middle of 
the 13th century®, Amaracandra appears to have 
been a pupil or a fellow-student of Arisimha* and 
lived, according to the account given in Jaina Raja- 
sekhara’s work’, in time of Viradhabala and his 

1 Peterson i p. 126 no, 285, also pp. 58-59 and App, I 
p. 2 ; Biihler, qp. cit. pp. 5, 38. 

2 ed. in Kavyamala 45. 

3 cf IOC 848, which has a reference to Kavya-kalpalata- 
maHjarx, 

4 See the concluding verse of Bala-bharata and the colo- 
phon to the Kavya-kalpedata. 

5 See Peterson i p 58-59, but Peterson’s conjecture 
about Jinadatta is not right; see also Merutuhga’s Prabandka- 
cintamani, p. 258 ; Peterson iv pp. viii, xxxvi and App. 115 ; 
Bhandarkar Rep. 1883-84, pp. 6, 156 ; Biihler qp. cit. pp. 25,48. 

6 Rajasekhara says that Amara was a pupil of Arisimha. 
Cf drldhara Bhandarkar’s Rep. 1904-6, pp. 23-24: Biihler 
op, cit. pp. 5-6 : contra, Bhandarkar. 

7 His work is dated in 1348 A.D, See introd. to 
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minister V’astupSla, as well as in that of Vlsaladeva, 
before the latter’s accession to the throne of Aijihilv&l 
i.e. about the second quarter or the middle of the 
13th century. 


( 2 ) 

The date of Devesvara, author of the Kaoi-kalpalata, 
can be approximately settled from the internal 
evidence supplied by the work itself ; for it closely 
follows, in its treatment of the subject and general 
arrangement, Arisimha and Amaracandra's work; 
and it is not difficult to show that he also slavishly 
copies wholesale from the text of his predecessors. 
He borrows literally most of the rules and defini- 
tions, and even repeats the illustrative stanzas. 
Thus Devesvara pp. 157-60 {veiiyah sarpdsi^) and pp. 
36-7 (rafwddt ya<m) = Arisimha pp. 135-37 and pp. 
30-1 ; the definition of adbhuta-vidhi in Arisimha p. 
93 = Devesvara p. 130. This copying is not sporadic 
but systematic, and is found practically throughout 
the work, so that it is highly probable that Deves- 
vara had had the text of the Kavya-kalpalata before 
him, when he composed his own work on the same 
subject. This gives us one terminus to his date at 
the middle of the 13th century. 

The other terminus is given by the fact that a 
verse of Devesvara’s (mga-viae^ 6ese p. 155) is 
quoted under his name in the Paddhati of ^rhga- 

Amara’s BUa-bkdrata ed. Kavyamala. Rajasekhara was a 
pupil of Tilaka Suri of Ko^ika Garm (Peterson iv p. ^v). 
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dhara (545, deveivamsya). As this anthology was 
compiled about 1363 A.D., we get the middle of the 
14th century as the other terminus. Allowing half 
a century to elapse between Devesvara and Arisimha, 
on the one hand, and a similar period of time 
between Devesvara and the compiler of the Paddhati, 
on the other, we may roughly fix the beginning ot 
the 14th century as his approximate date. 

Devesvara describes himself as the sonof Vagbhata, 
who was a mahdmatya to the king of Malava ; and 
in one of the samasyd-UoJcas, there is a panegyric of 
Hammlra-rnahlmahendra, who is apparently the 
Cauhan prince of that name who reigned about 1283 
A.D.». 

Bibliography 

Ka vya-kalpalata, 

Editions, (i) Rama ^astrl, Benares 1 886 (our references are 
to this edition) (2) Vamana >SastrI, Bombay 1891. 
MSS. Aufrecht i lOia, ii 19b, iii 22b. 

Commentary. '‘Makaranda by ^ubhavijaya Gani, pupil of 
Hlravijaya Suri of Tapa-gaccha who lived in the 
reign of ‘Akabbar Sahi’. Aufrecht i lOia, iii 22b; 

I See a note by the present writer in JR AS 1922 p. 
578f on the date of Devesvara. In the footnote there, omit 
the words “ from the author’s own comment on the word.” 
Devesvara also refets to another work of his, called Candra- 
kalapa {matki'ta'candrnkalape'malamatibhis tad budhair 
ffieyam, SgS ii p. 225, also in Bibl. Ind. ed.). The variant in 
the Calcutta edition (1900) reads (p. 42) instead matk':a- 
kavikalpidati’Parimalatas'* , while an alternative reading noticed 
in the Bibl. Indica ed. (p. 52) is matkrta-kavukalpalatayam 
amalafnatibhis^ 
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KBod 497. The author lived in the reign of Salem 
or Jahangir (hrimat-salem-sahi-rijye) and wrote the 
commentary in samvat 1665*51609 A.D., at the 
request of Vijayadeva Suri (Peterson vi p, 2Sf). 

Kavi-kalpalata 

Editions, (i) with comm, by Vecarama Sarvabhauma, Calcutta 
1870 (2) with comm, by Ramagopala Kaviratna 
1900 (our references are to this edition) (3) Bibl. 
Indica by Saraccandra ^astrl with comm., Calcutta 
*913 (4) Pratnakrama-nandinly Benares nos. 
1 - 31 - 

MSS. Aufrecht i 87a, 777b, ii i6b, 192a, iii 19a; Madras CaU 
12804-07; see wii 7. 

Commentary, (i) Balabodhika by Surya Kavi, also known 
as Suryadasa or Surya Suri. His genealogy is 
given thus: Rama of Parthapura (under. Rama, 
king of Devagiri)->Visnu~>Nllkantha->Naganatha 
->N rsiraha->*N aganatha->J hanaraja (author of 

Siddhdnta-sundaray^Suxyz, (Weber i p. 231). He 
was a versatile author (for his works see Aufrecht 
i 731b, ii 175b), and his L%Cavafiri\ka was composed 
in 1542, while SUrya-prakasa on Bhaskara’s 
Byaganita is dated in 1539 A.D. He also wrote 
an artificial poem called Ramakr^na-viloma'kavya 
(ed. in Haeberlin's Kavya-samgraha, and Kavya- 
mala pt xi p. I47f) which praises in alternate 
verses Rama and K^na, and gives the same text 
whether read forward or backward. He also wrote a 
Nrsiyrihacampu in 5 ucchvasas {IOC vii p. 1 548 ; see 
also ibid p. 1478). He belonged to the Bharadvija- 
gotra and lived in Partha-pura near the confluence of 
the Godavari and Vidarbha. Aufrecht i 87a, iii 19a. 

(2) Comm, by Vecarama. Aufrecht ii i6b. 
Sec under Minor Writers. 

( 3 ) anonymous •tUa in /8f£7C vii 8 . 
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< * > 

Jayadeva , author of the popular text-book Candrd - 
hkay is otherwise known as Plya^varsa (i 2)^, 
himself gives us the nanaes of his parents a s 
J ^ahadeva and Sumitra (i 16). The name Jayadeva, 
however, is borne by our author in common with 
many other Sanskrit writers. Of the fifteen different 
persons, mentioned by Aufrecht, as bearing the same 
name, it seems likely that our author is identical 
with the poet who wrote the well-known drama 
called the Prmanna-r^hava ; for in the prologue 
to that drama there are two verses (i 14-15) which 
inform us that the dramatist was also the son of 
Mahadeva of the Kaupdinya-gotra and SumitrS, 
a coincidence of names which does not seem to be 
accidental. Aufrecht, however, identifies® our author 
with Jayadeva who composed the well known lyric 
named ; but apart from all arguments 

1 Also in a verse given at the end in some MSS, e. g. 
Peterson ii p. 109, Madras Cat. p. 8656: fiyvjuavar^- 
prabhavam candralokant manoharatn etc. Also the verse 
jayantijaftUka-hnnMH-mahadevm^a-janmanah j 
var^yajayadeva-kaver ^V<4,-commented on in the ^radA- 
games and the Rak&gama comms. These verses are wanting 
in the Calcutta ed. 

2 ZDMG xxvii 30 . 
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derived from the style and poetic genius of the 
two writers, which possess few kindred excellences, 
the fact that the author of the lyric, in one of his 
concluding verses’, tells us that he was the son of 
Bhojadeva and BainadevI (or VamadevI or Radha- 
devl, according to other readings) stands seriously 
against the proposed identification. The identity 
of Jayadeva with the logician Paksadhara, also 
called Jayadeva, is equally doubtful, and Aufrecht 
mentions the two names separately. The name 
Paksadhara, no doubt, was a mere title given 
to the logician from the circumstance of his having 
been able to maintain by subtle reasoning what- 
ever side of a question he undertook to defend ; 
but the argument for his identity with our Jaya- 
deva, relied on by Hall®, that Jayadeva in his drama 
refers (i 18 ) to his knowledge oi pramaiia, befitting 
a logician, is hardly convincing and sufficient*. 

( 2 ) 

The date of Jayadeva yet remains unsettled. 
There is hardly any doubt, however, that he should 

1 xii p. 171, ed. N.S. P., 1917. It is not commented 
upon by Kumbha in his Rasika-priya comm,, but Sankara, 
in his RasatmUjarl comm, says : adhuna pitr-matr-nama- 
nibadhnan prathayate safjamn (ed. N. S. P. loc. cit). The 
same in the colophon in Biihler’s MSS {Kashmir Rep. p. 
64), where read RamadevI for Ramadeva. 

2 Introd. to Sartikhya-pravacana-bhaqya pp. 62-63 ; 
Keith {Indian Logic p. 33!) appears to accept the identification. 

3 Jayadeva, author of a manual on Erotics, called Rati- 
ma1ljar% in 60 verses (ed. in Haeberlin and by :i*avolini in 
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be placed earlier than Kesava Misra, who cited 
(p. 47) the verae kadall kadoM from the Pramtiuu- 
raghaoa (i 37 ). As Keaava flourished iu the middl e 
o f the 16 th ceutur y, we may safely assign Jayadeva 
to a period earlier than that. This oouelusiou is 
supported by the fact that the '^nraddgantot, comm- 
eutary on the Coindralokit, was composed by 
Pradyotaua Bhatta iu 1583 A.D.i, under the 
patronage of a Bundella prince, uamed Virabhadra, 
ot the the Vaghela dynasty, who himself wrote a 
commentary on Vatsyayaua ( called Kandarpa 
cudamaui ) in saiiwat 1033=1577 A.D®. We 

may push this limit to the date of Jayadevu’s work 
back to the beginning of the 14 th century, because 
two verses from the jPrasaniM-t'dghava (i ly and 
33 ) are quoted in ^dt'aiigadhara-paddhati {16 i and 
3520 ), compiled in 1363 A.D. ; while ^iagabhupSla, 
whose date has been fixed at 1330 A.D., cites the 
drama itselt in his Easdruava’sndhdkara (pp. 258 , 
277 ). This gives us one t erminus to the date of 
J ftyadeva m the first quarter of th e 14 th centut^ 

GtornaU della Soc, Astat. Italiana, 1904, pp. 317!) is probably 
a different and later writer. 

1 API no. 467 (51), p. 158 ; ALeip no. 820, p. 268. 

2 Peterson ii pp. 66, 132 ; iv p cxvi. 

3 Paranjpe and Pause in their edition (Poona, 1894) of 
tne drama (p. xiii f) identify Jayadeva with the logician 
Pak^adhara Jayadeva and assign him to a period between 
iSOOand 1577 A. D. So also Peterson in introd; to Subh^^ 
p. 37f- Cf also Eggeling IOC iii pp. 332k Winternitz 
{GeschichU der Ind. Lit. iii p. 26, fn 3) thinks that Jaya- 
deva could not have written long before Appayya. But 
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The other terniiuus is given by the inference 
that Jayadeva is later than Ruyyaka ; for in his 
Oandrdloha he directly adopts some of the original 
definitions of poetic figures given for the first time 
by Ruyyaka. The figure vikalpa, for instance, 
which (as both Ruyj'^aka himself and Jayaratha 
inform us)^ was invented and defined for the first 
time by Ruyyaka, is lite)‘ally copied by Jayadeva 
(v 112). Wo cannot, thei’efore, place Jayadeva, 
who upholds the views peculiar to Ruyyaka 
as well as Mammata, eaidier than the second half 
of the 12th century. 

Jayadeva, therefore, should be assigned to the 
period between the last quarter of the 12th century and 
the first quarter of the 14th, a closer approximation 

all these scholars appear to have overlooked this quota- 
tion in SSraogadhara. \t) chronological conclusion is 
inferable from Jayadeva’s mention of the poet Cora ; 
for Biihler’s identification of this poet with Bilhaqa is 
not free from doubt (see Solf, Die Kashmir Recension 
der PaTuMhikU, Kiel i886, p. xxif). Nor should 
stress be laid on the fact that verses from the Prasanna- 
raghava occur in the Mahanaiaka ; for the date of the latter, 
as well as its proper text, cannot be taken to have been 
satisfactorily settled (see Levi ii p. 48 ; Sten Konow, Ind. 
Drama pp. 88-9). Jayadeva himself, as a rhetorician, is 
quoted by very late writers like Appayya, Kesava and 
Blnmaseiia. 

I Cf Jacobi in ZDMG Ixii p. Ooc, note i. Ruyyaka 
s.iys expressly with regard to this figure : pUrvair akr/a- 
viveko'tra danita ityavagantavyam, upon which Jayaratha 
remarks : ancmhya grnnthakrd upajTiatvani cva darUtnm (p. 
159 )- 
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than which is not possible at present ; and perhaps 
we may tentatively place him in the IHth century. 

( ) 

The Candrdloka is a jxoacriil treatise on Poetics 
in tell chapters (called mayukhaa). The Calcutta 
edition of the text, published in 1874^, enumerates 
the following divisions : (1) Vag-vicara {si. 16) (2) 
Dosa-nirupaija {si. 44-^-) (3) Laksa^a-nirupa^a {si. 11) 
(4) Gu^a-nirupa^a {U. 12) (5) AlamkSra-nirupa^ia, 
consisting of ^abd&lainkaras {si, 10 ), AlamkfirA- 
nukrama^ikii {si. 16), and Arthalamkaras {si. 174) 
(6) RasHdi-nirnpa 9 .a {si. 24) (7) Dhvani*nirnpap.n 
M. 18) (8) Gunibhuta-vyaiigya (.v/. 10) (9) Laksana- 
niruparia {si. la) (10) Abhidha-nirupana {si, 4). 
This arrangement is substantiallv lollow'ed in the 
Ijeipzig MS 819 (which contains only f) maynhhm) 
and correspond closely with the arrangement mentioned 
by Gaft gadhara in his commenta ry (p.9) on Appayya*s 
K malaydnand a, . wh ere the chapes are given 
thus : L §abda-mayukha 2. Dosa-maynkBa 3. 
IjaksajDia-mayukha 4. Guiia-mayukha 5. Alamkilra- 
mayukha 6. Rasa-mayiikha 7. Bhvani-mayukha 
8. Guo-lbhutavyaiigya-mayukha 9. Lak8a^.S-mayukha 
and 10 Tatsakti (= Abhidha)'mayakha®. 

1 The Calcutta edition (by JivSnanda) of 1906 subs- 
tantially keeps to this arrangement and numbering of verses 
in the different chapters. 

2 The text as commented upon by Pradyotana Bha(^a, 
GagSbhat^a and VaidyanStha (Madras Cat, 12876-78) 
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It will seen from this that the section on Arth&- 
lamkSra in chapter v is the most considerable pjirt 
of the work, which appears to have become, to the 
exclusion of the rest of the work, a favourite manual 
of poetic figures It was specially adapted for this 
purpose by Appayya Diksita’s Kitvalaydnanda, 
which bodily incorporates the kdrikds of this section 
(with only slight modifications), himself only 
writing the running prose cominentary and 
adding a few supplementary figures. This work of 
Appayya’s, therefore, may be regarded, in a sense, 
as a commentary on this chapter of the Candrdloha. 
Appayya himself in dica tes his indebtedness in on e 
oT die prefatory verses^" ^ saying that the definition - 
Ifanzas of the Candrdloka a re borrowed in his _.own 
\york, hu t thoro nro a few modifica ti ons and additions * 
gf his ow n. He also explains in the concluding 
verse how his work came to bo called Kuvalaydnanda 
(lit. “delight of lotuses”) from the Candrdloka (lit. 
“the sight or light of the moon”): 

candrdloko rijayatdm, ^raddgama-savfdihavali 

hrdyoh -kHvalaydnando yat-prasSddt ahhud ayam, 
which, apart from the obvious pun involved, praises 
the Candrdloka, the cause of its commentary called 

contains these ten mayTikhas. MSS of the complete text 
iioticerl also iii Mitra ii p. 177, v p. 103, ix p 184 : Peterson 
ii loy. 

t candnUoke dyiyante laknya-laksana-hlokah 

priya^ ta cva, tesam itare^am tvabhinava viracyante. 

2 The differences of reading in the kirikis are noted 
in HSiasynatha Hastrl’s ed. of Kuvalayanau la (with the 
Ra:ikara%Jan 1 of Gahgadhara), Kumbhakonum 1892. 
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iSaraddffama^ from the contact of both of whicli 
the charming Kuvalatjdnaiida originated. This 
iSaraddgama commentary apparently refers to the 
commentary of the same name on the Candrdlolca^ 
composed by Pradyotana Bhatta in 1583 A. 

But on account of the wholesale appropiation of 
this chapter of Jayadeva's work, the title Candrdloka 
appears to have been frequently applied to the m^tkd- 
Ictmkdra-^eciion of the work® alone, as well as to 
Appayya's Kuvalaydnanda^ itself. Thus the India 

1 Vaidyanatha, apparently ignorant of the existence 
of the t^araddgama commentary, interprets (ed. N. S. P. 1917 
p. 188) the phrase saraddgama smnbhavah as referring to 
some previous original of the CandnMoka itself. An ins- 
tance of similar ignorance on the part of the commentritor 
is given by the story of Asadhara in his comm, on^ the 
Kuveday^ (p. 86) that Appayya composed the Candrdloka 
itself at the request of the king of Vehkatagiri, and later 
on wrote his Kuvalay^ on its basis. Gangadhara, a more 
reliable commentator on Appayya's work (who tells us that 
Appayya was the guru of a brother of his grandfather) 
interprets the phrase correctly as : n/m candrCUoka-mma 
granthdh haradCigama-mjnm flka-gran^Aem sambhavn 
utpattih (p. 283). The supposition {HgH ii pp, 68-9) that 
Appayya's utilisation of Jayadeva's work was resented by 
the latter, who is said to have made a veiled reference to this 
fact in the prologue to the Prasanna-ragbava (where the 
stage- manager alludes to the stealing of his name) is dis- 
proved by the fact that Appayya lived long after Jayadeva. 

2 Cf Gangadhara on Kuvalay^ p. 9 : candrdlokdrtkdlam- 
kardtmaka eva^ na tvanya iti keAxmcid bkramah^ 

3 Thus Regnaud {Rhitorique SanskriU p. 375) speaks 

of the Candrdloka as being co^rrposed of 151 dealing 
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Office MS 2656, Weber 1721 and Madras MSS 
1287l-74» constitute in reality the artlHilarrikard- 
section of the Oandrdloka,, embodied in the Knva~ 
la^dnanda, and not the whole text, but they are 
entitled Gandr&loka. Appayya’s work does not 
end with the hundred poetic figui’es dealt with by 
Jayadeva, but it adds a supplementary chapter <>n 
a few additional figures. In some texts of tlie 
Gandrdloha this appears to have been erroneously 
included. A considerable confusion is also noticeable 
in the different MSS of Jayadeva’s and Appayya’s 
works as to the arrangement of the three 
opening verses, as well as with' regard to the total 
number of Mokas contained in the arthdlarrikara- 
section. The verse parmpnra-tapahi.-naiiipat^ occurs 
in most accepted texts of this section of the Candrd- 
loka, but it is not intelligible why Jayadeva should 
add this benedictory verse in a chapter, which occurs 
in the middle of the book. GaAgadhara pointedly 
remarks that this verse is not Jayadeva’s, but was 
composed by Appayya himself as prefatory to his 
own work’. 

with the definition and illustration of poetic figures, which 
description applies to the Kuvalay'*. 

I Gangadhara op. cit. p. g ; ’’tatha paraspara-tapah- 
satiipa^* iti candfdloka-^nandy-hloka ityapi bhrama eva ; pati- 
cama-tnayukhe 'sadh&lam,karan nirUpyd 'Utpatna yatra sad - 
)yc(' ityddina arthdUmpkaraprastave nandya evdbhdvat. 
The same remark applies apparently to the second verse 
alarnkaf^u baHnam and to v 174 which alludes to Vefikata- 
prabhu’^; for they are probably Appayya’s additions. Cf IOC 
iii pp. 333'34 for a discussion of this point. 
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( 4 ) 

TEE OOMMJENTATOItS 03 JAXAJJEVA 

Ot the conuneutators ou the Candrdloka, lueutioii 
lia.s already been made ot" Pradyotana Bhatt®' ^^d 
liisi eojtiiueutary, called Cumlriiloka-prakdid SaraAd- 
gat)M. He is described as the son ofMisra Bala- 
bhadra, and his patron’s name is given as Virabhadra 
(or ^rudra)-deva, son of Bamcandra and grandson 
ot Vlrabhanu, king of Ayodhya, of the Vandella 
tamily. His commentary is dated in 1583 A. D.; 
while his patron lived in the second halt ot the 
16th century, as we find Virabhadra’s commentary 
(called Kandarpcb-cv4dmvjt,iii) on Vatsyayana is dated 
in 1577 A. D. 

There is another commentary called 
written by Vaidyanatha PSyagu^.da, who may not 
be identical with Vaidyanatha Tatsat, the commen- 
tator on Govinda’s Kavya-pradlpa and Appayya’s 
Knvalayananda, although the two writers are taken 
as identical in most catalogues. The colophon to 
their commentaries distinctly make out their respect- 

1 The Madras MS reads but the Florentine MS 

{AFl p. 158) has vaghela. 

2 The name of his commentary is often given, through 
a confusion, as llanlocana-candrika (Aufrecht i i82a), which 
itself appears to be a mistaken name for the Alcn^kira-cand- 
rika comm, of Vaidyanatha Tatsat on Kuvalay'*, the mistake 
arising from the word harilocana-candfika occuring in the 
benedictory verse to the latter commentary, as well as from 
this confusion between the commentators on Jayadeva and 
Appayya respectively. 
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ive tauiily-names as PayagtuiL<J» aud Tataat ; 
while ill one of the introductory verses of the Mcmia 
our VaidyanStiui calls hhiiself distinctly Fayagu^da 
but does not give his own genealogy^. 

There is another loss known commentary, called 
-RakciffcwKt or coniposed by Giagabhatta, 

aliits Visvesvara, sou of Dinakara Fhatta who was 
a Mlniamsaka. Vis\'usvura, who also wrote a number 
of Miin5ius5, an I iSmrti works (Anfrecht i 587b), 
was a great-great-grandson of Hamesvara, nephew 
of the well-known Miiiulnisaka Kamalakara Bhatta, 
whose date, as we iiave seen, is the first quarter of 
the 17th century Visivesvara, therefore, is a 
comparatively modern writer who probably flourished 
in the beginning of the 18th century, and should not 
be confused with Visvesvara, author of the 
AUMjikara-kaustubka. 

Two other little known comiueutaries are men- 
tioned below. 


UinuOGRAI’llV 

Editions. Text only, (i) Madras 1857 (2) Calcutta 1874, 

1877, 190b by Jivananda (3) by Subrahmanya, 
Vizagpatam 1898 (4) by Venkatikarya ^astrl, 

Palghat 1912 (5) N. S. P. Bombay 1912,1917. 

1 This commentary has not yet been published, and 
the description of it given in the catalogues is unsatisfactory 
on this point. This conjecture, therefore, is put forward 
with reserve, as I have no means to verify it except the 
short extract given from it in the Madras CataUgtu 
*b 52 ;- 53 t and in SCC vii 30. 

2 see above p. 180. The genealogy is given thus : Rame4- 
vara-.^ Naraya^a-^ Ramakpj^a-^ Dinakara-^ Visvesvara. 
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With Commentary. By Surya-balirSma Caube, 
Benares 1893 (with CandrAloka nigudhArtha-dlpika). 
The ed. with Budharafijanl comm, published from 
Madras is really a commentary on the ArthArlarp- 
kSra-section incorporated in the Kuvalay^ and 
not upon the whole text. Our references "^are to 
the Calcutta ed. 1917, which contains the whole 
text. 

MSS. Aufrecht i 182a, 784b ; ii 37a, 199b ; iii 39a. SCC 
vii 31, 144, 444 ; Madras Cat. 12860 (which con- 
tains the verses of the Candraloka with Kuvalay^). 
12871-73. Most of these MS, however, contain 
the arthdlamkara^s^KiXXow and not the whole text 
see above p. 221-2. The Alamkara-sataka of Jaya 
deva in Oppert ii 2763 is a descriptive name perhaps 
of this section of the CandrCUoka. The Alamkara 
smigraka in Mitra 1612 is in reality this artha 
lamkara-^^cWow . 

Commentaries, (i) CandrCUoka-prakiika ^aradAgama b\* 
Pradyotana Bhatta. Aufrecht i 182a, ii 37a, 
iQ9b, iii.39a; Madras Cat. 12878 (extract). 

(2) RakAgama or Sudha by Visvesvara alias 
(iagabhat^. Aufrecht i 182a, 784b (.SWAa), ii 37a ; 
SCB 139, 144 (Sudha) ; Madras Cat. 12877 
(extract). 

(3) Rama by Vaidyanatha Payagunda. 
Aufrecht i 182a, ii 37a : Madras Cat. 12876 : SCC 
vii 30 (tlka\ 

(4) Comm, by Vajacandra. iAuuecnt 1 i«2a. 

(^S) ^Dipika. Name of author unknown. 

Aufrecht i 182a. 

(6) Sarnfia-karvarl- bv VinlpAksa, Hultzscli 

1617 


29 



XXII VIDYADHARA AND M A LI, HATHA 

( 1 ) 

The date of Vidyadhara, author ol’ the Ekaoall^ 
has been fixed with sutticient approximation ^ by 
Trivedi and K. (t. Hhaialarkar^. The latest writer 
quoted and ineiitioiied by Vidyadbara is Ruyyaka 
(p. 150) ; and this ^ives us one terminus to his 
date at the middle of the 12th century. This 
conclusion is apparently supported by Vidyadhara s 
mention (p. 19) of iSriliarsa, author of the Naimdha, 

1 Aufrecht (i 75} mentions three different works called 

likavali^ which apj^car to be the same work. The first 
and the third are undoubtedly identical and refer to our 
llkavatl : but the second is described by Burnell 54a (cf 
Oppert ii 3605) as composed by Mahamahesvara Kavi. 
rhis, however, appears to be a title of Vidyadhara himself, 
and is apparently the source of the confusion of our Vidya- 
dhara with Abhinavagupta who also bore the same title 
(see Weber ii no. 1723 ). The colophon in the Madras MS 
{Madras Cat, p. 861 ij reads : iti Ur^mato mahafflahehvarasya 
kaver vidyadharasya krtAvekavah-mmuyalamka^ etc. 

fhe first verse quetej in Burnell is the same as found in 
all the texts of our Ekava^l, The commentary Tarala noticed 
by Weber {loc, cit.) is apparently the same as Tarala of 
Mallinatha. The Keli-rahasya on Erotics is ascribed to 
Vidyadhara by Aufrecht, but the colophon gives the author’s 
name as Vaidya-vidyadhara. 

2 Introd. to the text in B. S. S. and Bhandarkar Rep, 
1887*91, p. Ixvif. 
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who lived very probably in the 12th century^; but 
VidySklhara’s allusion in tlie same context to the 
poet Harihara®, who is said by him to have obtained 
amazing wealth from a prince Arjuna (presumably 
the ruler of Mslava of that name), puts this termi- 
nus a little lower at the first quarter ofthelStb 
century. The Bleaval^, in its turn, is quoted by 
.^ihgabhupala®, whose date is fixed at 1330 A. D, 
while Mallinatha, at the end of the 14th century, 
commented upon it. The internal evidence of the 
text, therefore, assigns it to a period between the 
first quarter of the 1 3th and the first quarter of the 
l4th century. 

This approximation has been considerably narrow- 
ed down to the end of the 13th and the begin- 
ning of the 14th century by the identification of 
king Narasimha of Kalihga, panegyrised in the illus- 
trative verses of the work, with Narasimha II of 
Kalihga, whose dates fall between 1280 and 1314.' 
The patron of our author is described as one who 
crushed the pride of Haramira (pp. 176, 177, 257, 
260). who is probably the famous Cauhan prince, the 
hero of Nayacandra 8hri’s ])oem*, who began his 

1 See Biihler in JRASBom. .v. p. 3 if, xi. p. 279! ; 
K. T. Telang in lA ii p. 71. 8if ; Biihler, Rep. 1874-75, p. 8. 

2 See Trivedl’.s note at p. 348. 

3 RasAriMva-sudhakara p. 107 = Ekav, i 2. Cf BgB i 
p. 7f. This ver.se occurs however as the third pramsti- 
sltka in the printed text of Bilhaija’s Kanm-sundan (ed. 
KSvyamSla 7, 1895, p. 56). 

4 See ed. Klrtane v 56. also p. 27 ; Bhandarkar op, 
cit, p. Ixvii f. 
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2 . 2 )^ 

reiga about 1283 A. D., and atteinpteil a couqueat 
of Southern countries. All this makes it probable 
that the EhavaU was composed towards the end of 
the 13th and the beginning of the 14th century. 

( 2 ) 


The date of Malliuatha, author ot the TaraUi 
commentary on the Ekavati, has also been fixed 
at the end of the 14th century by Bhandarkar and 
Trivedi*. He must have written his commentary 
after a certain time had elapsed from the composi- 
tion of the original text ; for from il. 6 it appears 
that the Ekmall was not studied for some time 
because it had no commentaries. He is identical 
with KolScala Mallinatha Sari (Pe44a Bhatfa) who 
is the well-known scholiast and commentator on the 
five standard mahetkaoyas of KaiidSsa, BhSravi, Bhatti 
and MSgha, in some of which he quotes from the 
EkavaH itself. 


Bibliography 

Edition, ed. K. P. Triveill in the Bombay Sansk. Series 63, 
1903, with the Tamla of Mallinatha and introd. 
and notes. 

MSS. Aufrecht i 75a, ii 14b ; Madras Cat, 12801. 

I Bhandarkar, Rep. 1887-91 p. Ixix ; Trivedi, introd. to 
Bhatti pp. xxiv-xxviii, introd. to Ekavall p. xxviif ; PSthak, 
introd. to MeghadUta pp. 11-12 ; Nandargikar, introd. to 
Raghu pp. i-6, esp. pp. 5-6. Aufrecht in Bod. Cat. it3a states 
that Mallinatha flourished after the i8th century, on which 
see Bhandarkar, pref. to Malati-midkava p. xx. 
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( ' ) 


The latest writer that Vidyanatliu cites is 
Kuyyaka (pp. 291, 334), whose lost work Sahitya 
mimayisa is also apparently referred to at p. 11. 
Vidyanatha, in his turn, is quoted extensively but 
anonymously for definitions of poetic figures by 
Mallinatha in the latter’s many commentaries on 
the different Mvyas^. 

This gives us the same broad limits to his date 
as to that of Vidyadhara ; and other considerations 
make it probable that he was contemporaneous with 
the latter. The JPrataparudrwyaSo-bhilsaiia oi 
Vidyanatha was .written, like the BkSvalt, with the 
obvious object of panegyrising the king whose name 
it bears on its title. All the illustrative verses in 
the work eulogise the same king (also called 
Virarudra or Rudra), who is described as the son 
of MahSdeva and Munmudi or MummadambS (pp. 
12, 13, 16, 17, 133) ; and a short drama, named 
Pratapa-kalyam^ after him, is introduced in the 
third chapter to illustrate the characteristics of 
a drama, discussed in the work itself. He is described 

1 For the quotations, see Trivedl’s introd. to the text 
p. ix. 

2 separately entered by Aufrecht i 349a and published 
in the GranthamfilS vol. i. 
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;is a kukatiya kiiig^ whose capital was Ekasila-aagara 
in the Trilihga or Andhra country, and who is said 
to have vanquished, among other kings, the princes 
of the Yadava family. x\.ll these and other details 
have led Trivedi to identify Vidyanatha’s patron 
with Prataparudra, the seventh kdkatlya king of 
Hlkasila or Orangal, whose inscriptions date between 
1298 and 1317 A.D.®, and who is placed by Sewell 
between 1295 and 1323 A.D., and by ^esagiri SastrT 
between 1268 and 1319 A.D. '* The Yadava king 
referred to, therefore, seems to be Ramaeandra, 
sixth ruler of the Yadavas of Devagiri, whose dates 
are 1271 to 1309 A.D.* We may, therefore, assign 
VidySnatha approximately towards the end of the 
1 3th and the beginning of the 14th century. 

( 2 ) 

VidyanStha’s commentator Kumarasvamin des- 
cribes himself as the son of Kolacala Mallinatha, 
the well-known commentator and author of Tarala 
on the Ekavall. He may, therefore, be placed in 
the beginning of the 15th century. The title of his 
commentary BatnSpam, (wrongly called Batndrpmia 
by Eggeling, op. cU. p. 338b, following Burnell 

1 so called, as the Ratmiparm explains (p. fo, also 
RatncAU'na p. 485) from the goddess Kakati he worshipped. 

2 Eggeling ( IOC iii p. 338) gives the dates 1298 and 

1317* 

3 See Trivedi, introd. pp. xvi-xxii. The correct date.s 
appear to be 1298 and 1323 A. D. 

4 Bhandarkar, Early Hist, p, 92. 
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{)6b) t»igQifie8, tts he himself explains, a market-place 
where are sold jewels of poetic sentiments, collected 
together by Vidyanatha aftor they havo been 
fashioned on the grindstone furnished by the nierits 
of the hero. 

The quotations in tlie Ratndjjaita are numerous and 
include, besides other well-known names, the Sfhgdra- 
fjrakmct of Bhoja, tlie Ekacall, tlie Sahitya-darpatM 
(p. 24-5), Cakravartiu and his ^ Samjlvam commentary 
oti Bnyyaka, Sihgabhupala and his Rasdrnava- 
mdltdkura, the author’s own father Mallinatha an<l 
brother Peddayarya, Bhatf a Gopala and Narahari 
Suri. There are numerous references to a work on 
/'asa, called Ehtiva-'prak^a, a MS of which, recently 
acquired by the Madras Oriental Library, makes it 
out to be an epitome of Bhoja’s larger Sfhgaror 
pnjikMa and gives the name of the author as 
Saradatauayu (q.v). Mention is also made of Vasanta- 
rajiya Natya-sastra, its author Vasantaraja (q.v.) 
being apparently the king of Kiuuaragiri of the same 
name, wlio was a patron of Katayavenia. A Kavikalpa- 
druma-kara is also cited at p. 170, but this is a 
work on grammar (dhatupdtha) by Vopadeva. We 
know nothing of the NMaka-prahasa cited at p. 113. 
The Ema-nirupamv may be by Narahari Suri, and 
the fSdhityiirchvtmaaai is probably the work of the 
same name composed by Vlranaraya^a (q.v.)^. 

There is another commentary, called Batna-idya, 
included in the Bombay edition of the text. 


I For these authors, see the chapter on Minor Writers 
below. 
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0 ) 

VisvanStha never ' cites Ruyyaka (as well 
Mammata) by name ; but, like VidySdhara and 
Vidyanfltha, he draws very considerably upon the 
works of both. He adopts, for instance, the 
definitions of the figures upameydpamd and bhrdntir 
mdn directly from Ruyyaka, and admits the two 
figures vikalpa and vicitra which, both Ruyyaka and 
Jayaratha inform us, were' inventions of Ruyyaka’s^. 
It is quite possible, as Kane holds that the 
censorious glancing on Mammata’s text, reproved by 
VisvanStha {ad ii 14, p. 57), refers in particular to 
Ruyyaka’s ^Sarfiketa commentary where the latter 
criticises Mammata on the particular point under 
discussioil. But a surer indication of Visvanatha’s 
acquaintance with Ruyyaka’s works is given by his 
quotation of the verse bhujahga-kuridci’ll-vyakta^ ■ at 
p. 445 {ad X 2), which Ruyyaka himself cites (p. 19) 
ag his own from the ISHkantha-stava. Visvanatha 
quojtes two other writers who, in all probability, 
belong to this century, viz., Jayadeva, author of 

1 For other instances, where Visvawtha is following or 
criticisi ^ Ruyyaka, see Kane’s ed. of the text, the introd. 
and notes. 

2 Kane, ep. eit. p. 24 Addenda. 

8 ^ 
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the €titaf~gvoitida\ and Sriharsa, author of the 
Nai^ctdha*. Again, the JUijartaraiiffiin iv 441 is 
quoted in our text at p. 529, ad x 57a (possibly in- 
directly through Ruyyaka p. 93) ; but this work ot 
Kalha^a’s was not completed till the middle of the 
12th century. All this will roughly fix one terminus 
to the date of Visvanatha, who cannot thus be placed 
earlier than the end of the 12th or the beginning of 
the 13th century. 

The other more or less terminal date is given by 
the date of a MS of the Sahitya'darpatM, discovered 
by Stein at Jaminu, which was written in smiivat 
1440 = 1384 A.D.® This certainly negatives the date 
(viz. the middle ot the 15th century) assigned by 
Weber*, Eggeling® and Haricand ^astrl®, the last 

1 The verse A fdi vi^alata, quoted by Visvanatha at p. 
506 {ad X 39) occurs in the Glta-govitida, ed. N. S. P. iii ii, 
p. 58. It is also ascribed to Jayadeva by Sarhgadhara (no. 
3460) and Vallabhadeva (no. 1314). Biihlcr and Peterson 
assign {Kashmir Rep. p. 64 and Hubfias^ p 38) 1 1 16 A. D. 
as tlie date of Jayadeva, while Haraprasada &strl gives 
the date 1175 A. D. {Notices, 2 nd.. Ser., p. xxxviii). Jaya- 
deva, however, is said to have been cited by Candkavi, who 
wrote his epic on Pj'tlivlraja of Delhi towards the end of the 
12th century (but see WZKM vu 189; JRASBom id 283). 
Visvanatha also refers to Lalaka-tnelaka (p. 176, ad iii 219) 
of iSaiilkhadhara, which also belongs to this century. 

2 p. 526, ad {kan%maddidyai^)= Naifiodha ix 122b ; 
p, 520, adii 50 {dhanyasi vaidarbM)^ibid iii 116. For 
the date of Srlhar^ see above p, 277, fn. i 

3 Jammu Cat p. 64, no. 349. 

4 ffist of Sansk. Lit, p. 231, n. 244. (Eng. tranS. 1904). 

3 p. 337. 0 op. at. p. 113. 
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ol Whom makes the untortunate mistake of identify- 
ing OaqdidSsa., referted to as a relative by Visva- 
nStha, with Caqdld^a'* the Bengali poet of the 
15th century. It may be noted that KumSrasv&min, 
at the beginning of the 15th century, names 'and 
quotes (pp. 245, 248) the Sahitya-darpaim (iii 14Ga, 
147 and 150). 

All this raises the most likely presumption that 
VisvanStha should be assigned to a period ranging 
roughly from 1200 to 1350 A. D. This approxima- 
tion can be consMterably narrowed down if we can 
draw any chronological inference from a verse in 
the Sshitya-darpaiyjt (ad iv 14, p. 232) which 
refers to a Muhammadan king named AllSvadina' . 
This AllSvadina or AlSvadIna® may probably be 
Sultftn^ ’Al5u-d-dla Khaljl, whose army invaded 
the Deccan and seized Orangal. Even if we suppose 
that the verse in question was composed in the 
life-time of that SultSn, who died in 1315 X. D., 
the SshUyordarpatia may be presumed to have 
been composed at a date not earlier than 1300 A. D. 
At any rate, if this historical deduction is permis- 
sible, we may assign VisvanStha to a period between 

,i sandhau sarvasva-haranam vigrahe prSiM-nigraiah j 
alil)avadlna-nrj>a(au na sandhir na ca vigrahali. 

2 We find both these forms of the name in two in- 
.scriptions, see JA 8 B xHii p. io8 and Bhavanagar inscription 
x\\^Pr^na 4 ekha-ntala ii 28. In Harsakirti’s D^tupal^ 
this kjng is referred to as Allavadi (Bhandarkar Rep. 1882- 
®3i P«,43)* 

3 The sanskritised form ot this word s»rntra«o>a occurs 
at p. jop (ad X 4a). 
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1300 and 1350 A. D., or roughly in the first half of 
the 14th century*. 


( 2 ) 

Visvanatha describes himself as the son of malm- 
kavi Candrasekhara (p. 583, concluding verses), 
who appears, like his son, to have been a poet and 
a scholar®, as well as a high officiaP in the court 
of some king, probably king of Kalihga. NarSya^a, 
who appears to have written also on some topics of 
Poetics, is either his grandfather or great-great- 
grandfather ; for in Ijis commentary on the Kmya- 
in'ahasa, VisvanStha speaks of NSraya^ia as asmal- 
pitamaha, yfihiXe in his SahUya-darpatm (p. 73, ad 
iii 4a), the same person is called asmat-vrddhapnta- 
maha. Ca^dldSaa, apparently the author of the 
^Dipika commentary on Mammata, is also quoted 
and described as a relative, having been the younger 
brother of Visvanatha’s grandfather (p. 4’20, vii 
31a)^. . , : 

1 Cf Kane op. cit. introd. p. vi ; M. Cakravarti in JASli 
Ixxii (1903), p. 146, N.S. ii, 1906, p. 1670 ; Keith in JRAS, 
1911, pp, 848! ; Sten Konow, Ind, Drama p. 3. 

2 His verses cited at pp. 58, 116, 170, 174, while his 
works, called Pu^pamMa and Bha>;<Xrnava, referred to at pp. 
263 and 316 respectively. 

3 Both are described as sandhivigrahika-mahapatra. 

4 VisvanStha cites one Puru§ottama (p. 44b, 4a). 

A work called Kavitdvatara is attributed to one PurU^ttahia 
in Burnell 54a. 
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VisvanStha appears to have written a uumber 
of works, besides his well-known Sahitya-darpaiia ; 
for in it he himself refers to his own productions, 
viz., 

(1) Raghava-vilasa-kavya {nd vi 325a, p. 355). 

(2) Kuvulaydsva-carita in Prakrit {ctd vi 320, 
p. 350). 

(3) Rrabhavail'paHmytt {ad vi 1821), p. 320), 
also referred to in his commentaiy on Mammala 
eh. vii. 

(4) Prasasti-ratndoaU in 16 languages, a karmn- 
bhaka {ad vi 337 b, p. 358). 

(5) Candrakald, {ad vi 183a and 184, p. 320-1), 
a luifikd. 

He also wrote a eommeiitary called Kd-vyapari- 
iMsa-darpcnia on Mammata’s work ; but this was 
probably composed after he had written his 
larger independent work on Poetics ; for in it 
he himself refers, while commenting on laksam 
(ch. ii), to the latter work^. In the Sdhitya- 
darpana itself he draws very considerably upon 
Mammata ; and although at the beginning of this 
work, he quotes and criticises at some length 
Mammata’s definition of poetry, he distinctly 
reproves all irreverent criticism of this venerable 
writer, who is declared to be his own ttpajwya fad 
ii 14 p» 57). In this commentary Vis'vanatha refers 
to a Narasiniha-vijaya-havya by himself. 

I ca soda^aiMin laki^anii-bhedanam tha dayiitdny- 

ttdaharan&ni mama sahiiya~darpa!^vagantavymi. Also 
on figure anumana (ch. x) : tad uktam matk>-fe sahttya- 
darpane. 
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It is not clear on what grounds Weber and 
Eggeling^ state that the SahUy<t-d^Tpa>i}a was 
composed “on tlie banks of the Brahmaputra”, i. e. 
in Eastern Bengal. It appears on the contrary 
that VisvanStha was probably a native of Kalihga, 
which we may take at this date to have been co- 
extensive roughly with Orissa and Ganjain. In 
his commentary on Mammata, he explains certain 
expression with Oriya equivalents® ; and speaking 
of his ancestor Namyaira, he I'efers to king Nura- 
siniha-deva of Kalihga (presumably Narasimha 11, 
about 127 9- 18 00), at whose court NarSya^ia van- 
quished one Jlharmadatta®, who is also referred 
to in the Sahitya-darjiana at pp. 73, 79*. It is 
probably in praise oi one ot the Narasimhas of 
Kalihga that Vlsvanatha’s lost poem Noiramaha- 
tnjaya was written. 


X Cf also Macdonell, Sansk. Lit, -p. 434 ; SCC vii no. 
53 . P* 33 - 

2 ‘■vaiparityani rucim kimt” itt patjMk, atrn ci'kku- 
padaifi kihuTinldi-bha^ayUiit ahtlldrlha-bodhakam, utkabuii- 
bha^yiw dhrla-vUndaka-dfava iti, on Mammata v p. 238 
Jhalakikara 1917). 

3 cited also in the Rasa-prqdipa of Prabhakara, son 
of Bhafcfca Madhava (Weber i 823), in which the Sahitya- 
darpana is also quoted. Prabhakara’s work was composed 
in 1583 A.D. 

4 yad u/iuh bn-kaltriga-bAumartdaldkhaiydala-maAara/d’ 
didra/a-iirmfirastmha-sabkayarp, dharntadattam sthagayantah 
sak(da-sahrdaya-gosthVgari^jka-kavi-pan(litdsmat-pitamaha-kr%- 

ftuM-nSfSyoV'ttdasa-padih, etc. 
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( 3 ) 

The cuiiiineutaries on Visvauatlia arc nut so 
numerous or important as to deserve any special 
enumeration. Of the four commentaries mentioned 
below, that of Ramacaraija Tarkavagisa, dated in 
iaha 1623 = 1701 A.D., has been frequently printed 
with the text. 


Bibliogkafhv 

l^ditions. Published frequently in Calcutta, of which ed. (i) 
by Nathiirama, 1828, and (2) by Rber in Bibl. 
Indica 1851, are notable. The latter does not 
contain the comm, of Ramacarana. Also eds. (i) 
with Ramacarana^s comm, by Candicarana Smrti- 
bhQsana, Calcutta B. S. 1318 (2) Benares 1882 
(3) Calicut 1886 (4) N. S. P. 1902, 191S (s) by 
Kane (ch. i, ii, x) with introd. and notes, Bombay 
1910 (the commentary is not given). Translated 
into English by Ballantyne and P. D. Mitra 1875, 
Bibl. Indica. Our references arc to the N. S. P. 
ed. of 1915 by Durgaprasada Dvivcda, unless 
otherwise s£^cified. ^ 

MSS. Aufrecht i 715b, ii 171a, 233b, iii 148a; SCC vii 
53 ) 57 i Madras Trm B 443 ; KBod 510 ; 

SCB 2235. 

Commentaries, (i) ^ Locana by Anantadasa, son ofVisva- 

natha, a MS of which is dated 1636 A. 11. Aufrecht 
ii 171a. 

(3) ^lippana by Mathuranatha Sukla, a 
voluminous writer, under whose name Aufrecht 
makes more than 64 entries. Apparently the 
same person as Mathuraitatha v^ukla, a native 
of P&tallputra in Malava, who wrote at Benare$ 
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in 1783 A.D. the fyoiih-siddhanta-sara by order of 
prince Dalacandra (but see Awfrecht i 422-33j. 
One Mathuranatha was also author of a comm, 
on Kuvalayananda, and may have been the same 
person. Aufrecht i 715b. 

(3) ^Vtvrii by Ramacarana Tarkavagisa, 
a native of Western Bengal, who dates his comm- 
entary in 1701 A. D. Aufrecht i 716a, ii 171a, iii 
148a ; Madras Cat. 12969 ; SCC vii 50-52. Fre- 
quently printed with the text in Bengal editions. 
Also in N. S. P. ed. 1915. 

(4) '‘Prabha by Gopinatha. Madras Trtn 
C 712. Gopmatha is also the author of the 
Sumanomanohara comm, on Mammata. See above 
p. 186. He is probably identical with Gopinatha 
Kaviraja who composed, among other works, a 
commentary on the Raghuvami*a in 1677 A.D. 
(see Aufrecht i 163b). 



XXV LATER WRITERS ON RASA 
( 1 ) 

^ARADATANAYA 

Saradatauaya, author of the Bhma-ijrakMa or 
Bhaoa-prakmika, appears to have been a popular 
writer on the rasas and bliavas, wlio is quoted exten- 
sively by Kuinar^isvaminS and in the Kmnadheim on 
Vamana®, as well as by commentators like Kaiiga- 
natha® and Vasudeva^. He is described as the son 
of Bhatta Gopala and grandson of Krs^a, and great- 
grandson of Laksma^a of the Kasyapa-gotra who 
is said to have been a resident of Matarapujya village 
in the Meruttara country of the Aryavarta, and to have 
written a coramentaDy on the Vedas, called the Veda- 
bkmana. The author was so named, because he was 
considered to have been- born by the grace of Sarada, 
worshipped in Benares. The author learnt ndtya- 
9dstra from Divakara, and says that he is following 
Abhinavaguptacarya ; but his w-ork in some parts 
is in reality a condensed epitome chiefly of Bhoja’s 
^fhgdra-prakma, which it cites and practically sum- 
marises. This fact will place Saradatanaya chro- 
nologically later than Bhoja ; and the citation of the 

1 pp. 12, 15 , 44, 68, 102 , io6, ii8, I 2 i, 127, 129, 139, 
143, 145, 219, 223 etc. 

2 e.g. on I 3. 30. 

3 on Vikratno'^, ed. N. S. P. 1885, p. 10. 

4 on Karpura-jnafij'^ , ed. N. S. P. 1900, pp. 5, 7, etc. 

31 
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j5Mpa-/jmytoa by ^ingabhupala (pp. 20, 139, 169, 202 
etc) will fix its other terrainusilt 1330 A.D. We may, 
therefore, assign our author roughly to the period 
between 1100 and 1300 A.D. 

^radatanaya cites Kohala, Matrgupta and Suban- 
dhu as writers on the dramatic art. The work con- 
sists of ten adhikltras as follows : 1 and 2 Bhava 3 
Avantara-bhavabheda-svariipa 4 Srhgar&lainbana- 
nayak^di-svarupa 5 Nayaka-bhedi\vastha-rasa-bhava- 
vikara 6 ^abdartha-sambandha-bheda-prakara 7 
Naty^tivrttadi-laksapa 8 Dasarupaka-laksaqa 9 Nrtya- 
bheda-svarupa-laksana 10 Nafya-prayoga-bheda-pra- 
kara. 

MSS. Madras Cat. 1 3010 (extract). Also noticed in the 
Kept, of the Peripatetic Party of the Madras Oriental Library 
1916-19. A BkiWaprakahika-vyiilchyli is entered in Peterson 
iv App. p. 18, no. 514 (incomplete). Also see Aufrecht i 
407b, ii 93a and 93b. 


( 2 ) 

SINGABHUPALA 

^ihgabhupala, whose name is also given as ^ihga- 
dhara^isa, ^ingaraja or ^ihgainahlpati (as well as 
in the Sanskrit forms of these name) has been 
identified by Sesagiri Sastrl with Siugama Nayadu, 
raja of Vehk atagiri^\^o 'ruled, on the authority of 
a biographical sketch of the Rajas of Vehkatagiri, at 
about 1,330 A.D^. This date is probable, as Malli- 
natha(on Kumara'i 25, iti bhupdlah^ Basdriia^ i 181), 

I For details see SgB i pp. 7-11, also introd. to Trivandrum 
ed. of the Rasdrnava'^. 
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as well as Kumarasvamin, quotes our author. The 
introductory verses of the Basdriiava-sudhctkara, 
attributed to this South Indian prince, show that he 
belonged to the Recarla dynasty, who ruled over the 
country lying between the Vindhyas and Srisaila, of 
which Haj^alam (Racakouda) was the hereditary 
capital. He was the son of Ananta (or Anapota) and 
Annamamba, while his grandfather and great-grand- 
father were respectively named Singaprabhu (or 
i^ingaina Nayaka) and Yacaina Nayaka. Our autlior 
was, like Hernacandra, called aavvajha on account of 
his great knowledge, and was a patron of letters * . 

The Basarnava'^ appears to be mainly based on 
previous works like Bhoja’s Spigara-pi'aham and 
^aradatanaya’s B^huva-prakam, although it draws 
directly .on Bharata, Rudrabhatta, the Dasarnpnka 
and other authors and works on ram and dramaturgy. 
The author Sihgabhupala is in the third ])erson 
throughout the work. We have ?l large number of 
dramas actually quoted or cited for illustration, 
among which may be noted Anargha-raghava (pp. 72, 
33, 261, 266, 274), Prasanna-raghava (pp. 258, 277), 
Bhanahjaya-vijaya-vydgoga^ (p. 287) Abhirdma- 

rdghava^ {anapotOf-ndyaJaya pp. 119, 243, 265, 273, 

I loc. cit. p. 9. A poem in 8 cantos called Camatkara- 

candrika or SiniJiabhuprda-kirti-sudfM-sara-kitala wa.s written, 
with a view to illustrate the principles of rhetoric, by Visves- 
vara Kavicandra, panegyrising our prince who is called here 
sarvcgHa. {IOC vii p. IS 07 )' 

, 2 By Kaftcana, son of Narayana, in Aufrecht i 266b (ed. 
KSvyamala 54, 1895). 

3 A drama of this name was written by Manika in 
Nepal in 1390 A,D. (Levi 268). 
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275), Madhavi-vlthika (p. 290), Mdydkurangilcd- 

ihdmt'ga (p. 298), PadmavaU (pp. 263, 266), Kama- 
datta^ (p. 285), RamAnanda (pp. 248, 255, 269), 
Karumkatidala-aiika (pp. 163, 197, 198, 286), 

VlrahhadTa-vijv'nibhana-di/iina (pp. 272, 274,276,278, 
298), 3Iah€^ardnanda (p. 275), Anandakosa-praha- 
Sana (pp. 40, 41, 278, 291, 297), ^rhgara-manjarl- 
hhdna^ (p. 288), Payodhimathana-samavakdra (p. 

290), Kaiidarpa-sarvasva by himself (p. 151), Vtrd- 
nanda (pp. 159, 160) and Prabodha-candrodaya (pp. 
265, 291). 

Siugabhupaila also appears to have written a 
Ndtakaparibhdsd, which topic is also treated briefly 
at the end of his Rasdrnava^ . The \.’orks of Sihga- 
bhupala and ^aradatanaya deal incidentallj'^ with 
Dramaturgy. 

Editions. Rasdriiava^. (i) by Sarasvatlscsa f^Sstrl, Venka- 
tagiri 1895 (2) by ^T. Ganapati SSstrl in the Trivandrum 
Sansk. Series, 1916. 

MSS. Rasdrnava'* . Aufrecht i 497a, ii u6b, iii io6a; 
Madras Trm B 369, p. 507 (c), 402 (b), C 667 ; Madras Cat. 
12945-49 ; i 56, p. 91. The SmgabhTipafi^a Alamkdra 
in Rice 288 and Oppert i 2462, ii 2104 probably means this 
work. Nataka-paribhaija in Aufrecht i 284b, 791a. 


1 This little known work is also alluded to in the Padma- 
prabhrtaka-bhana (ed. Madras 1922), ascribed to ^udraka. 
According to the editors of this bhana (Pref. p. iv), the Kdtna- 
datta was a prakarna composed by Siidraka himself. This 
bha\ya is quoted anonymously by Hemacandra (p. 198, 1. 12).' 

2 A Srihgara-maHjarl-bhana by Gopalaraya, son ’of 
Jakkula Vehktendraand Viranamba, is mentioned in Hultzsch 
i extract p. 77 (no. 385), also p. x. 
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( 3 ) 

BHANUDATTA 

Bhanudatta^ is notable for his two popular works 
on the subject of nayaha-ndyiha and the rasas, called 
the Rasa-manjarl and the Itasa-taranginl. In the 
latter work, the fiuthor excuses himself^ from giving 
further details about a certain point, because, he says, 
they are already given in his liasa-manjan, which 
was, therefore, the earlier composition. Besides 
some verses from Bharata and Rudra s Spigdra-tilaka 
and a. verse from tlie DhvanydJoka^ , Bhanudatta cites 
a work called the Rasa-rat na-dipikd"^ , which is appa- 
rently the same work as quoted by RatnakanthR i*i 
his commentary on Mammata^. Those citations, 
however, give us no clue to his exact date. 

1 The form Bhanukara of this name is given by 

Cintaman^s ^ Par iinal a, ^Vikdsa and RangasayitV; 

^ Amo da commentaries. The title misra is also appendec 
sometimes to the name. 

2 bahavo bhedah ca rasamavjaryUm vise^aio darsdah, iha 
ptinar yistara-bhiyZi ?ia pradarsya/Ua iti, ed. Granthamala, p. 
35 ; ed. Regnaud, p. 57, 1. 32. 

3 The verse anaucityad 1 te in DhvaP p. 145 is cited with 
the remark tatra prZiCina-granthakrtah^ implying that Bh«anu 
was much younger than^nandavardhana, in whose v tit the 
verse occurs. 

4 in Rasqdaraiig^ ed. Granthamala ad\ 31, ed. Regnaud, 

p. 44, 1. 32. 

5 Peterson ii 17. An incomplete MS of a work called 
by this name is entered in Bhandarkar, Rep. 1884-87, no. 533, 
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A lyrical poem, called the Olta-gaurUa or Qlta- 
gaurtpati in ten cantos, published in the Granthamala 
1887-88, also professes to have been composed by 
Bhanudatta, who is probably identical with our 
author As iniicated by their respective writings, 
both the authors are saivas, and both possess poetical 
pretensions. Our Bhanudatta gives the name of his 
father as Gaqiesvava®, Gapapatinatha® or Gapanatha^, 
while the author of the lyric describes himself as the 
son of (irapapati or Gapanatha®. There are also a few 
verses in the tsvo works of our Bhanudatta which 
also occur in the lyric. Thus the maUgala-vevse 
of the Rasa mahjan {aimlgaiji caranam) = GUa gau- 
rUa ii p. 90 ; akaroh kimii netra^ in Basa-manjarl 
bl = 0%ta-gatirUa ii praneaasya prabhavati in 

Rasa-taranginl iv p. 40 ed. Granthamala*= OUa- 
gaurimUp. 77. As the GUa-gaurUa is not a mere 
compilation in which we may expect verses from other 
writers, the presence of verses in it from the two 

where the name of the author is given as Allaraja, which 
occurs as Maharaja in Biibler Rep. 1874-7^, no. 19, p. 16. 

1 . Aufrecht apparently distinguished the two authors at 
first by separate entries under their name (i 405), but later 
on (i 793) he states that the author of the lyric " is most 
likely identical with the writer of the Rasa-tarangiipi." (MS 
described in IOC vii pp. 1443-45). 

2 Rasa-tnanp^. 168. 

3 Rasa-tarang'* ed Regnaud p. 66, col.; also Weber 824. 

4 in MSS of Rasa-tarahg^ noticed in ALeip 835, Weber 
1726. 

5 kavi-gananatha-sutasya kaver iti vacanam tri-jagati 
dhanydm, ii p- 50 ; keta-ham-vinayo ganapati-tanayo nigadati 
hita-kara'fjMtn ii p. 58. 
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works of BhSnudatta can be reasonably explained by a 
presumption of common authorship of the three works. 

The Glta-gauHm appears to have been modelled 
on Jayadeva’s GUa-govinda which, like Kalidasa’s 
Meghadutdy gave birth to numerous imitations in 
later times Even a cursory examination of these 
two works will show the close connexion between 
them ; and it is remarkable that not only the general 
scheme, but even the verses in some chapters of 
Bhanudatta’s poem correspond in metre with those 
of Jayadeva’s. Thus 

Jayadeva 

'pralaya-payodhi-jale dh^taoan asi vedam 
vihita-voMtra-caritram akhedam 
kemva dhvta-niimsarira, jaya jagadUa hare 
and Bhatmdatta 

bhramsi jagati sakale lyratilavam avisemm 
mmayitum ivajana-khedam asesam 
imrahara krtarmdrutarvesa,jaya bhuvanddhipate. 
Again, Jayadeva 

nibhrta-mkuhja-grhant gatayd nUi rahad niliya 

vasantam 

I e.g. the Glta-gangadhara by Kalyana, the GHa-gir'iS^a 
by Rama, the Gita-dtgar[kbara by Vainsamani {HPS i i8) 
the G^ta-raghava by Prabhakara, son of Bhudhara, dated 
sariwai 1674 (Bhandarkar Rep, 1882-83 P- 9 )" A Glta raghava 
by Harisamkara is mentioned in HPS ii no. 53. See also 
Rrma-g'ita-govinda {IOC vii p. 1480) characterised by Eggel- 
ing as “ a weak imitation of Jayadeva’s Glta-govinda ” but 
attributed to Jayadeva. Eggeling quotes from Garcin de Tassy 
about such passing off of imitatiorts of Glta-govinda for that 
of Jayadeva. Cf Pischel,2?rV Hofdichter des Lakpnanasena p. 23. 
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cakita-vilokita-sakala-dUci rati-rabhaseH-vase na 

hasanto/m 

sakhi he keii-mathanam udaram 

rctmai/a maya sctha madattcb-maiioratha-bhavitayii 

savikdram 

and Bhanudatta 

abhinctva-yauociHct-bhufitayd dara-taraUta-locctnci- 

tdrmn 

kihcid-tidahcUa-vihasitaya, oala-l-avirala-pulaka- 
‘ vikdsam 

sakhi he aaiikaram udita-vdasam 
saha sahgamaya mayd natayd rati-kautukordaraita- 

hdsam. 

These two extracts, taken at random, will show how 
close the imitation is. We may presume reasonably 
from this that Bhanudatta’s work was written some 
time after Jayadeva’s lyric had achieved sufficient 
literary reputation to be thus imitated. Whethet 
we place Jayadeva in the first or second half of the 
12th century, Bhanudatta cannot be put earlier than 
that century, and this conclusion gives us one termi- 
nus to his date. 

The other terminus is furnished by the date of 
one the commentaries on the Rasa-mmjarl, called 
the Basamahjan-vikdsa (or vildsa) by Gopala (alias 
Vopadeva), son of Nrsimha, which is expressly 
dated in 1128 A.D.^ In the iSdrhgadhara-paddhati, 

I Stein, /ammu Cat. p. 63, corrected at p. 421, also p. 273. 
As to the date of this commentary and the era used, see below 
Bibliography. — Kumarasvamin, at the beginning of the isth 
century, <5[u6tes (p. 280) the authority of a work cklled Rosa- 
ma%jar 1 to show that viraha vipraian[d)ha is also termed 
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which was compile J about 136i5 A.D., several verses 
are cited under the name of one Bhanu-pa^dita (790, 
973, 1032, 1271, 3328, 3685), none of which' however. 
Can be traced in the known works of our author, 
Jalhaqia whoso anthology wtis compiled about the 
middle of the 13th century, also quotes and ascribes 
to a Vaidya-bhauu-paijiiJ.ita as many as 18 verses, wiiich 
are siinilai'ly untri'ceable, but two of which are also 
to be found under the same citation in the Vuddhali 
(973=* 48a and 3328 — i)5a). It may, however, be 
presumed that the author of the liasa-iiMujvhrl was 
not unknown at this period, and that in the autholu’ 
gies the epithets oaidya and jxiMlita were annexed to 
an earlier or later Bhituu in order to distinguish 
him from our author, whose namesake ho wash 
if this inference is permissible, then we may place 
Bhanudatta earlier than tlie middle of the 14th 
century, but later than the 12th, a closer approxima- 
tion than which cannot at. present bo iuade. 

In the last verse of the Rasa mahjan, Biianudatta’s 
native country is given as Videha (videhOhah)* or 

praij^a-itiina. It is net clear whether tlie reference is to 
Bhanudatta, for the dictum cannot be traced in his Rasa- 
mahjan. 

’ I In the i^adhjfdlaiHkannvii of Govindaji (Bhandarkar 
Rep. 1887-91 p. Ixiii) vve' have selections from the pocijis of 
Bhanukara and Bhanu-pandita, by which obviously a distinc- 
tion, sucli as that apparently made by the compiler of tile 
Paddhati, is meant between the two poets. 

3 In Madras ed. of 1872, as well as in the MS noticed 
by Aufrecht [Rod. X>at, 213b) and Bhandarkar {Rep, 1883- 
84, Pi. 13 ), the reading is vidarbfiabkUh, which is a raislection ; 
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Mithila, which agrees with Butnell’s description of 
BhSnudatta as a native of Mithila. As a Maithill 
writer, it. is not surpising that he was acquainted with 
the Gaudlya Jayadeva’s well-known lyric, and tried to 
emulate it with a similar work on Siva and Gaurl. 
In another work called Kumara-hhargavlya^ attribut- 
ed to Bhanudatta, the author is called the son of 
Gap.apati or Ga^anStha (apparently the same as our 
author), and his pedigree is given thus : Ratnesvara-^ 
Suresvara (author of ^arlraka bhasya-vMtikay-^ 
Visvanatha-4-Ravinatha— >.Bhavan5tha — ►Mahadeva-t- 
Gapapati-^Bhanudatta. Gaiiapati appears to have 
been a poet whose verses are quoted by Bhanudatta 
himself in his Basa-tarangitfi. One poet Gapapati 
is praised, iu a verse ascribed to one Rajas'ekhara in 
Jalhapa’s anthology, as the author of the Mahdmoda. 
An Alamkara-tilaka in five chapters and a ^fhgara- 
dipika are also attributed appparently to our Bhanu- 
datta. ' 

The commentaries on the two works of Bhanudatta, 
as detailed below, are numerous. Of these, the 
Nauha on Basa-tar aiiginl by Gahgarama Jadi, 
and the Vyangydrtha-kaumtidl and °PmkMa on 
Basctrmanjarl by Ananta Papdita and Nagoji Bhatta 
respectively have been published. 

for the author represents the river Ganges as flowing through 
his country, which is true of Videha and not of Vidarbha. Ci 
Weber ii no. 1726. The title mikra, often appended to 
Bhanudatta's name, may indicate that he was a Maithill 
Brfihmana, and that he was probably not a vaic^a. 

1 Aufrecht i 40$, iii 88. See IOC vii p. 1540. 
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Rasa-mafijaf^ 

Editions, (i) Madras 1872, 1881 (2) with vyangyArtha- 
kaumudl of Ananta Pandita and ^Pj^kasa of Nagoji Bha^^ 
Benares Sansk. Series 83, 1904 (3) by Venkabvcarya Sastrl 
Madras 1909. Our references are to the Benares ed. 

MSS. Aufrecht i 495a, ii Ii6a, 220a, iii io6a ; KBod 
507 ; SCB 684, 990, 1985 ; Madras Trm, C 680 ; Madras Cat. 
12933-40 : 5^^7280. 

Commentaries, (i) Vyangydrtka-kaumudl by Ananta Pandita, 
son of Tryainbaka Pandita (Timaji) and grandson 
of Balo Pandita, and great-grandson of Nllakantha- 
pandita. His native place is Punyastambhs^ (Pun- 
tambem in Ahmednagar) on the Godavari. The 
comm, was written at Benares in samvat 1692—1636 
A.D., at tht request of Candrabhanu, son of Vlra- 
senadeva and grandson of Madhukara. The date 
of composition is specified in *the concluding 
verse which is given in the India Office MS 
(Eggeling IOC iii p. 365), but omitted in the print- 
ed text. Ananta also wrote a Mudrarak^asa- 
purvaplthika (Mitra 1654), and a commentary on 
Govardhana-saptahatl in 1645 A.D. (ed. Kavyamala 
i). MSS : Aufrecht i 49Sa, ii ii6a, 220a, iii io6a; 
SCB 2238; Madras Tr/m A 1132: Madras Cat. 
12943-44: 

(2) ^Prakasa by Nagoji or Nagesa BhaJ^, 
for whom see under Jagannatha. MSS : Aufrecht 

i 495b, ii ii6a, 220a,^iii io6a, 

(3) ^Parimala by Sesa Cintamani, son of Sesa 
Nrsimha who wrote before 1675 A.D. Cintamani 
also wrote several other works including one on 
Prosody (Aufrecht 189a). MSS : Aufrecht i 495b, 

ii I i6a9 220a, iii io6a. 

(4) ^Vikasa (or ^VilSsa) by Gopala AcSrya, 
alias Vopadeva of the Kaundinya-gotra. son of 
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Nrsiinha and grandson of Gopala of Jabala-grama 
in the Mahara^tra country, and pupil of Me6ga- 
natha. The comm, is dated in smnvat 1484*= 1428 
a'.D. mss?* Aufrecht ii - ii6a: SCB 1986. iSrI* 
dhara Bhandarkar points out {Rep, of Second Tour 
1904-06, p. 36) that the date is 1494 and not 1484 
as given by Stein (extr. p. 273), but he thinks 
that it is mka era, in which case the date of the 
commentary will be 1572 A.D. 

(5) Rasika-raiijam by Gopala Bhatta, son 
of Harivaipsa Bhatta Dravida. He also wrote 
a comm, on Rudra*s HriigJiL There is also a com- 
mentator of the same name on Mammata. They 
may be all be identical. See above pp. 10 1, 186. 
MSS: Aufrecht i 495b, ii ^ii6a, iii io6a. The 
commentary by Harivamsa Bhatta in Oudh Cat, 
xi 16 is probably a mistake for this cqmm. of his 
son. For Gopala’s other works see Aufrecht i 161. 

(6) SamaojasH or Vyangyi^^fiJt.a koumud'i hy 
X’^isvesvara, son of LaksmTdhara, for the whom 
see the chapter on Minor Writers below. MSS: 
Aufrecht i 495b, ii ii6a, iii io6a. 

(7) ^Amoda by Rahgasayin alias Gurijala- 
sayin, who is said to have studied under Maha- 
dcsika of Badhula-gotra and under his own 
paternal uncle Anant'icarya, and who is described 
as the son of DharmAcarya of Cilukamari family. 
MSS: Oppert 3758; Madras Cat, 12941-42 (ex- 
tract) ; Madras Trm A 802. 

(8) VyafigyartAa-dipika by Ananda Sarman, 
son of Tryarabaka. Aufreicht i 49Sa, ii 11 6a. 

(9) Bkanu-bkSva-prakahnl by Mahadeva* 
Madras Trm C 680. 

(10) Rasika-rafijana by Vrajaraja Dlksita, 
son of Kamaraja and father of JivarSja. North 
Western Pov, Cat, 1877-86, ii 120. See below 
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under Jlvaraj^l's comm, on Rasa-faranghu Burnell 
wrongly enters Rasikarahjana as a commentary 
by the author of the text/' 

(I l) Rasama%jarVsthTUa-tiitparynirtha, IOC 
543 * 


Rasa-tnrangin / 

Editions, (i) with Nauka of Gahgarama Jadi, Benares 
1885 (2) Granthamala ii 1887-88 (3-) by Regnaiul in his 
RhiUorique Sanskrite^ Paris 1884, 

MSS. Aufrecht i 494b, ii 115b, 220a, iii io6a ; SCC vii 
. 39, 40 > 4 ^ ; KBod 506 ; WBod 1 160 ; SCB 431, 991 ; Madras 
12928-29. Nava-rasa-taraihgi'm \x\ Oppert ii 3176 

is apparently this work. 

Commentaries, (i) ^ Nauka by Gahgarama Jacji or Jadin. 

Madras Cat. 12930 (extract)-3i. This commentary is 
dated in 1732 A.D. Gahgarama is also the author of 
an independent work called Rasa-mlmransa (e(], witli 
Chayfi, Benares 1885), in which he refers to his 
AWuka, He was the son of Niinlyana, and pupil of 
Nllakantha, and also wrote two works on logic 
(see Aufrecht i 140). See on Minor Writers below. 

(2) Rasika-rafijan% by Venldatta Tarka- 
viigisa Bhatthcarya, son of Viresvara and grandson 
of Laksmana. His commentary is dated in 1553 
A.D. Venldatta also wrote an independent work 
on Poetics called Alamkara-candrbdaya, See under 
Minor Writers. MSS: Aufrecht i 494b, ii 115b 
220a, iii 1 06a. 

(3) ^ Setu or ^Setubandha by Jlvamja, son of 
Vrajaraja Dlksita (see above under Rasa-fnat}fan)^, 
MSS: Aufrecht i 494b^ ii 220a, iii io6a. The 
Rasa-sctu in Aufrecfet i 494b is probably the same 
commentary. He was the great-grandson of Sama- 
raja Dlksita (q, v. under Minor Writers), wlio lived 
in the latter part of the 17th century. 
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(4) Rasbdadhi by Ganesa, Aufrecht i 494b, 

(5) Rasbdadhi by Mahadeva. Aufrecht i 

494b. 

(6) Srihiiya sudha or Kavya-sudka by 
Nemisaha, son of Bhimasaha, described as maAara/d- 
dkiraja, Aufrecht i 494b, iii io6a, 

(7) NTUana-tafl by Bhagavadbhat^a. 
Aufrecht i 494b. 

(8) Comm, by Ayodhyaprasada. Aufrecht 
i 494b. The author also commented on the Vrita^ 
ratndkara. 

(9) Comm.» by Dinakara or Dinakara. 
Aufrecht ii*i 18b. 

A commentary by Bhanudatta in Aufrecht 
i 494b is probably a mistake. 

Alamkara-tilaka 

Aufrecht i 32a, ii Cb, iii 7b. The name of the author is given 
as Bhanukara in Burnell 54a and Bhau Daji Catalogue. 
The work is in five paricchedas (Peterson vi App. p. 29). 

81 iiga ra-dl. pika. 

Lifrecht i 66ia. {^Oudh Cat, iii 12). 

( 4 ) 

Following upon these, we have innumerable works 
of a similar nature, which take rasa, especially 
if-hgara, as its principal theme, and which were 
composed apparently with the purpose of guiding 
the poet with rules and illustrations in the composi- 
tion of erotic pieces so popular and profuse in Sanskrit 
literature. The most important of these works and 
their authors will be mentioned in the chapter 
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on Minor Writers. Some Vaimava authors, like 
Rflpargosvamin, however, attempt to bring voU^tpava 
ideas to .bear upon the general theme of poetic or 
dramatic msa, and we shall, for convenience of treat- 
ment, take them in a group here. 

RtiPA AND JlVA GOSVAMIN 

Rupa Gosvamin, son of Kumara and grandson of 
Mukunda, is the author of numerous va>isncivo> works,’ 
including the Ujjvala-mlamcttii. He is well known 
as a contemporary of Caitanya, the Vais^ava re- 
former of Bengal, and must have, therefore, flourished 
towards the end of the 15th and the first half of the 
l;6th century. This date is confirmed by the dates 
which some of his works bear. His Vidagdha- 
m^hava was composed in 1533 A.D.^ ; while his 
Utkalika'callarl is dated in 1550 A.D.®. 

The commentary Ijocctna-rocanl was composed 
by his nephew Jiva Gosvamin, son of his brother 
Vallabha*. A tradition in Bengal gives saka 1445 

1 incorrectly given by Aufrecht as 1549 at i 572 (Cat. 
Bod. I4sa), but corrected by himself at ii 126, 135. 

2 Mitra 3278. 

3 Eggeling (/C>C ii 358) and Haraprasada Sastrl (Notices 
i 33) ascribe it erroneously to Rupa’s brother Sanatana 
GosvSmin and Vallabha respectively, a mistake which is 
prepetuated by Aufrecht i 62a, iii 14b. A similar confusion is 
made in Mitra ii p, 36, where the Uf/vala-nllamanl itself 
is ascribed to Jiva Gosvamin (H, P. Sastrl i no. 32). In the 
same way, the authorship of the Stava-mMa has been vari- 
ously attributed to Rfipa, Jiva (Proc. ASB 1865 p, 138) and 
SanStana (KaslnStha Kunte, R^, p. 32). 
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(= 1523 A.D.), aud mka 1540 ( = 1618 A.D.) as the 
dates ot his birth and death respectively. 

Rupa Gosvaiuin also appears to have written a 
treatise on Dramaturgy called Nataka-candrika, which 
is quoted in the commentary on the Vidagdha- 
nmdhaoa and in the Vai^yuiva-tosini. At the coin- 
mencemeufc of this work, Rupa Gosviimin states that 
in composing it he consulted the Bharata-sastra and 
ltafsa-sudhdkara~ (the Itasdrnava-sudhdkara ot 
>§ihgabhupala ?), and. rejected generally (i 2) the treat- 
ment of the Sahitya-dafpana as being opposed to 
Bharata’s views. The topics dealt with are (1) 
general characteristics of a drama (2) the hei'o 
(uayaka) (3) the divisions of a rupaka (uandl etc) (4) 
eletuents in the action (sandhi, pataka etc) aud their 
classification (5) arthopaksopaka and its divisions 
(viskambhaka etc) (6) division of acts and scenes 
(7) distribution of .dialects (bhasavidhana) (8) styles 
of dramatic composition (vrtti) and their employment 
according to the rasa intended. The work 
is not a small one, and the illustrations, taken mostly 
from Vaisijiava works, are fairly minute aiul numer- 
ous. In his Ujjoala-Mlamaai lie gives illustrative 
verses from most of his own poetical and dramatic 
productions, such as Uddhava-duta, Vidagdha- 
inadhaca, Dduakciirkatmmdi and other works*. A 
llasd'nifki-«esa is also attributed to Rupa. 

V18VANATHA CAKRAVARTIN 

Visvauatha Cakravartiu, who wrote the commeu* 
tary, called Aiiaude^-caudrika or CJjvala-niktmcuj^ 
kiratpa, lived at end of the 17tla and the beginning 

For a list of his works see Aufrecht i S33. 
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of the 18th century; for he composed a commentary 
called Sardrtha-darSinl on the BhU^mata in iaha 
1626=! 1704 A.D., while his Ananda-candrika is also 
dated iu gaka 1618 »= 1696 A.D, He also wrote, 
besides several vaif^va works, a commentary on the 
Alandedra-kamtubha of Kavikar^apura, mentioned 
below. 

KAVIKARNAPCRA 

Kavikar 9 ,apura, alias Paramauanda-dasa Sena, 
described as the son of i^ivauauda yeua ami 
pupil of ^rluatha, wrote a work called Alarjikara- 
kaustubha. The author was a well-known Vais^ava 
ul BeUjjal belonging to the Vaidya family, and wrote 
several oai^fiMva works. His di’ama Oaitanya- 
catidrddaya was composed iu aaka 1494= 1572 A.D.^, 
and his father ^ivanauda was a disciple of Caitauya- 
deva. Mitra iu his iiitrodiictiou to his edition of 
the drama (p. vi) says that Kavikarij,apura was born 
iu 1524 A.D. at Kahcauapalli (Kanedapada) iu 
Nadiya, liis Gaarditga-gaiuiddesa-dipika was composed 
iu 1576 A.D*. The AlaijhkMra-kamtublia is composed 

1 The date is given in the verse : sake caturdasa-sate 
ravi viji-yukte j gauro harir dharani-mamdala avirasit / tasmin 
catur-navati-bhafi tadlya-Hla-j granthd yam avirabhavat 
katamasya vaktrat, which tells us that Gaura-hari or Caitanya 
was born in saka 1407, and that the drama, which deals with 
him, was written in saka 1494. Aufrecht is incorrect in stating 
that it was composed in 1543 A.D. (But see Sten Konow 
Ind. Drama p. 93. section 104). 

2 HPS ii p. so, as well as ALeip 721, reads ‘sake vasu- 
gredM-mite which gives 1576 or 1577 A.D: h\xt [OC no. 2510 
reads sake rasarasfi-mtte which would give 1540 A.l>. 



258 


SANSKRIT POKTIOS 


ill teu kiratias, as follows : 1 Kavya-laksa^ia 2 Sabdfi.r- 
tha 3 Dhvani 4 Gu^ilbhtlta-vyaAgya 5 Rasa- 
bhrtva-tadbheda 6 Guii.a 7 SaM&lamkara. 8 Artha- 
lamkara 9 Biti 10 Dosa^. It is thus a more 
comprehensive work than Rupa Gosvamin’s and the 
vaispavite proclivities are not so prominent ; but 
most of the illustrative verses are in praise of Krsna 
and the subject-matter follows the Kavya-praka4a in 
treatment. The commentaries on this work are 
noticed below. 

KAVICANDRA 

Kavicandra, described as the son of Kavikan.iapura 
aiul Kausalya, and father of Kavibhusana and Kavi- 
vallabha, is perhaps the same as the poet quoted in the 
anthology called the Padydvall^ . He wrote, among 
other works, a Kmya-candriJut in 1 6 praikmas dealing 
with ( 1) kiivyalaksa^ia (2) sabda-sakti (3) rasa (4) bhava 
(5) rasabhoda (6) rastlbhasa (7) kavya-blieda (8) prania- 
uanirupaiia (9) riti (10) gu^a (11) sabdalamkara (12) 

1 For a detailed resume of its contents see Mitra 1662. 

2 IOC vii p. 1534, at p. 1535. The verse quoted from 
Kavicandra’s work in ABod 3 i 2 a says that the author was 
a bhviak son of Kavikarnapura and KauAalya, and grandson 
of VidyS-visarada. The colophon says that he belonged to 
the Datia family, and lived in the Dlrghaiika village 
iti dlt^hddt,ka‘grama-mvasi-dattakulddbhava-vaidya-iirt-kavi- 
candra-viracitayam etc. It is not clear whether Kavikarna- 
pura, author of the Caitanya-candrbdaya, is identical with 
Kavikarnapura, father of Kavicandra. If it is so, then 
this colophon is not intelligible. The Padydvali, 
which is said to have been compiled by Rtipa GosvSmin, 
certainly belongs to a date earlier than 1541 A.D., 
when it is quoted in Ropa’s Bhakti-ras&mfta- sindhu. 
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arfcMlamkara (13) dosa (14) kavitdpaya (15) natya^ 
He quotes, besides older authors, the Kaoikalpal^jtta, 
the SaMtya darpana, the Bamctcatidra-campu, the 
Santi-candrika, the StavdvaHl, and an author called 
Purusottama, as well as two of his own work Snra- 
laharl and DJidtu-candrika. He flourished probably 
at the end of the Ifith and the be<jinnin<» of the 17th 
century®. 


Ujjvala-mlaimni 

Editions, (i) with [..ocana-rocam of Jiva GosvSmin. 
Murshidabad, 1889 (2) with the same and with the comm, oi 
Visvanatha Cakravartin. Kiivyamala 95, 1913 (our references 
are to this edition). 

MSS. Aufrecht i 63, ii 12a, 190b, iii 14b; SCC vii 6. 
Commentaries, (i) Locann-rocan'h by Jiva Gosvamin, often 
confused with Saniitana Gosvamin. Aufrecht i 
62a, iii 14b ; llPS i 33 ; SCC vii 6. Publisher! 
with the text. 

(2) Ananda-candrika or '‘KiraiM by Visvaiiatha 
Cakravartin. Aufrecht i 62a. Published in Kavya- 
mala ed. of the text. The comm. KiravM-lesa in 

If the Kavicandra cited in the anthology is the 
same as our author, there will be chronological difficulties 
in making him son of Paramananda Kavikarnapura, who 
was a probable contemporary of Rupa's and is himself 
quoted in the same anthology. 

1 AufrechPs Bodleian MS contains eight prakams named 
after the first eight topics given here : but our enumeration 
follows the India Office MS. Cf Regnaud p. 377. 

2 Aufrecht mentions (i i6b) a Cikitsa-ratndvatl {IOC 
704) by Kavicandra composed in 1661 A.D. with a query 
as to the date. For his other works see Aufrecht i 87a. 
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Mitra 580 (also in SCC vii S) Kathvate Rep. 1891- 
95, 318) is probably this commentary. 

(3) Kgama-candfika and Atmaprabodkika. 
x\ufrecht i 62a. 

(4) An anonymous H%ka in SCC vii 3. 

Na taka-candrika 

Edition. Rasavihari Sanikhya-tlrtha, with a Bengali trans. 
(in Bengali character), Kashimbazar 1907. MSS: Aufrecht i 
284b, ii 6ib, 207b. Extract in Uhvar Cat. 1061 and Mitra 
3160J Madras Cat. 12900. 

Rasiimrta'Kt’^a 

Aufrecht ii 220b. 


Alamkara-kaustubha 

Edition, with the commentary of Visv.anitha Cakravar 
Murshidabad 1899. 

MSS. Aufrecht i 31b, ii i88a, iii 7b; KBod 492-94; oec 
vii C 5 o. 

Commentaries, (t) Sarabodhini by Visvaniitha Cakravartin, 
Anfrecht iii 7b. Published with the text. 

(2) '*Kirana by himself (?). ABod 209b, 
Ulwar 1034. 

(3) ^ Dldhiti-prakahika bj' Vrndabana-candra 
Tark 41 amkara Cakravartin, son of Radhik:arana 
Kavindra Cakravartin. Aufrecht i 31b. 

(4) ^tlka by Lokanatha Cakravartin. Aufrecht 
i 31b. 

Kavya-candrika 

MSS ; Aufrecht i lOia ; KBod 499. 



XXVI KESATA MISRA AND SAUDDHODANI 

( ' ) 


Kesav a hiinaelf t.ell8 us th at lie composed li is 
Alamkara-Sekhara a t the recjues t of a rulin*; chief 
named Ma^ikyacand ra, son of Dliarmacandra and 
*/ randson of Ramacand ra. who is said tAPhave ruled 
near Pilhi (Bhilli) and defeated the kin<^ ot Kabila 
(Kabul ?). Kggeling^ is obviouly wrong in identify- 
ing him with Ma^ikyacandra of Tirabhukti or Tirhut ; 
while Biihler® did not go further than suggesting that 
ihis prince was not a Kashmirian but ruled or lived 
in Delhi just before the Muhammadan conquest. 
The patron of our author, however, appears to be 
Map.ikyaeandra of Kot-katigra, whose genealogy 
corresponds to that given by Kesava and whose date 
of accession, according to Cunningham®, is 1563 A.D. 
Th e l iterary activity of Kefova may, therefore, b e 

of the 16th century. 

( 2 ) 

The ^n^a-portiou of the Almtkara-Sekhara, 
called here sutra, is declared to have been based on, 

1 WC na 1197. 

2 Kashmir Rep. p. 69. 

3 Arch. Survt)>v.i$2{.9X p. 160. (cf JASB, 1907, p. 
212). 


fixed in the third quarter 
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if not actually taken from, some lost work of an 
authority who is cited as hhagavan (or maharsi p. 
50) ^auddhodani, K esav a hinaself apparently assuming 
the modest role of a commentator or interpeter in 
the running prose-p^Wi. The name Sauddhodani, 
apparently Buddhistic, is otherwise unknown in 
Alamkara-literature’ . Whatever may be the original 
source of his work, Kesava shows himself conversant 
with the works of moat of his predecessors, and 
quotes, among more recent writers, Rajasekhara (pp. 
32, 67), Bhqja, Mali imahhatta, Maminat-a, the Fa/;- 
hJmtdlamhara and Devesvara. He also quotes one 
^ripada (pp. 4, 5, 6, 23, 27, 32, 1), who may be his 
master ^auddhodani himself designated by this 
honorific term, as well as the author of a Kani- 
kalpalata • who is described as a follower of this 
^rlpada®. ■ This Kavi-kalpalata-kSra, however, is 
neither Devesvara nor Arisimha and Amaracandra, 
whose works also bear a similar title. The passage 
cited by Kesava in this connexion (pp. 48-9, veiiyaJi 
sarpdsirbht^gdlyo etc.) gives a list of more or less 
conventional words useful for the purpose of convey- 
ing a simile or metaphor. A comparison of an 
almost similar passage in Devesvara (p. 157f), who 
copies it directly from Arisimha and Amaracandra 
(pp. 135f), will show enough verbal discrepancy to 

1 This Sauddhodani should not be identified with the 
^auddhodani mentioned in the maihgala-wetsa (where it ap- 
parently stands for the name of Buddha) of the Vidagdha- 
Htttkha-mav^ana of Dharmadasa Sari. 

2 hyrida-matanusit^kavika^alata-karah p. 48 ed. 
KfivyRmalS. 
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iadicate that neither of these sources • constitutes the 
original from which Kesava quotes. A similar 
discrepancy is also noticeable in another passage of 
Kesava’s {ratmui yatra tairddrau etc. pp. 55-6), 
which at first sight will ^leem to have been borrowed 
from Devesvara (p. 36f) who, however, copies .it 
almost literally from x\.ri8imha and Ainaracandra 
(p. 3 Of). At the same time, Kesava l>etrays 

otherwise an acquaintance with Devesvara’s 'text, 
from which he reproduces at least one long passage 
anonymously {itfpe klrti^pratapdjm etc. p. 57f= 
Devesvara p. 261), which Devesvara himself probably 
adapted from Arisirnha and Ainaracandra (p. 27f) ; 
but it is curious that Kesava copies here the text of 
Devesvara with its variations, rather than the original 
text of Arisirnha and Amara on this point. 

The opinions of a writer called G-ovardliana is 
frequently cited by Kesava (pp. 17, 29, 37, 43, 
49). There is also a reference to Jayadeva, 
pamlitorkavi (p. 17) in the court of an Utkala king. 
If this person is identical with the poet Jayadeva, 
who is said to have lived under Laksmaqia Sena of 
Bengal and who also calls himself Javadeva 
kavim his Gita-goviiida (xii p. 171)*^, then it is 
likely that Govardhana, who is quoted immediately 
before this r<^ference to Jayadeva, may be the poet 
of that name, who was Jayadeva’s contemporary 
referred to in the beginning of the Qita-gminda. 

Kesava tells us that he had already composed 

1 The verse unniUan-tnadhu-gandha^ of the Glta-govinda 
(ed. N. S. P. p. 29) is quoted anonymously by Kesava at p. 
6 , as an instance of the gau(pi rtii. 
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seveu abstruiie treatises on the subject before he 
undertook the eoinpositiou of his Alatjfikara'iehhara. 
Two of these are apparently those which are men- 
tioned in the text as his own under the citations 
Alarpkd^ra-sarvasoa (j). 9) and Vcikyaratna (p. 12) or 
KavyarnUm (p. 72). A. Kavyaratna is mentioned 
in Oppert ii 6237. 


BlJJLlOGkAl’llY 

Editions, (i) Kavyatuala 50, 1895 (3) Ganesa Sarman, 

Benares 1866. Our references are to the KSvya- 
inala ed. 

MSS. Aufrecht i 32b, it 6b, i88a, iii 7b; SCC vH 4. 
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( 1 ) 

Appayya Di ksita himself furnisher us with a clu aio 
hia^jlatij — TTn ii g at the end of his Kuva'aydnamla 

t hat it waa composed at the instance of a South Ind ian 
pr ince named Vehkat a^. Aufrecht®, and followin<^ 
him Eggeling*, identify this patron of Appayya 
wi th Vehkata of Vijayana gara (about 1535 A.D.), 
while Hultzscli* shows that he was Veiikata I of 
Pennako:g4a, whose incriptions range from saka 1508 
to 1535 (-»:1586 to 1613 A.D.). ’^ On the other hand, 
in the colphon to his iSivddityamam-dipika (Hultzsch 
1056), Appayya mentions as his patron a prince 
Cinnabomma, the sou of Cinavira and father of 
Lihgamanayaka. The inscriptions of this chief of 
Velur (Vellore in the North Arcot District) are dated 

1 Cf also i68 (ed. N. S. P. 1913) which, though 
occurring .also in the text of Jayadeva’s Candrdioka, is pro- 
bably one of Appayya’s additions. 

2 Cai. Bod. 213a. But in his Cat. Cat. i 22a and ii 5a, 
he assigns the dates, viz. end of the isth and end of the i6th 
century respectively. Regnaud’s conjecture {Rhetorique 
Sansk. p. 375) that Appayya flourished in reigii of Ki-snariija 
of Vijayanagara in 1520 A.D. is not correct, 

3 IOC Hi p. 335. 

4 Rep. of South Ind. Sansk. MSS ii p. xiii and El iv 
271 (cf JA8B 1907, p. 211). 

5 South Ind Inserip. i p. 69f and p. 84. 

34 
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in iaka 1471 and 1488 (=1549 and 1566 A.D.)^. 
The extreme limits, therefore, of Appayyas l ^rary 
ac tivity are 1549 and 1613 A>D . We may thus 
assign him to the third and fourth quarters of the 16th 
century, and as he was alive in the time ©f Venkata I 
h e may have l ived in to the b eginning ol the 17th cen- 
tury^. This date is confirmed by the fact that we 
find Appayya cited by Kamalakara Bhatfa in tlie first 
quarter of the 17th century and attacked by Jagan- 
natha about the same time ; while Nilakantha Diksit a 
(a grandson of A[)payya's brother), whose NllakaHlha- 
campu is dated in 1637 A.D., wrote a Citramimamsa- 
dosa-dhikkara^ apparently in vindication of Appayya’s 
work of that name against Jagannatha's attack. 


( 2 ) 


The correct tori ^)f tli cjxaino is ])robabjl j^x\p|)a 
or Apya Diksita, whjdi we find h im him self using 

1 I A xiii p. ISS and El iii p. 238 Table. 

2 Me is said to have lived to the ripe old age of 73 (see 
introd. to Halasyanatha’s ed. of Kuvalayananda p. 15), 
and according to Krsnamacarya (Hist, of Classical Sansk. 
Lit. Madras 1906, p. 104) Appayya lived from 1554 to 1626 
A.D. Venkata, author of the Visvagunddarm and a grandson 
of Appayya, tells us that he hailed from Kanci (or Conjeve- 
ram). 

3 The Dosajitkara (?) by Cinna Appayya Diksita in 
Oppert 4802 is probably a mistake for this work. Nlla- 
kantha, pupil of Kranananda Yogindra and Veokatesvara, 
was the son of NarSyana, and grandson of Apya (or Accha) 
who Was Appayya’s brother. For this work of his, see 
Hiiltzsch, Rep. ii p. 126, no. 1281 (up to apahnuii-prakaraya). 
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in his Kiioalaydmnd a, bufc it ia vario u sly spelt as 
^ppaya and Appayya. A champion of Southern 
^aivism he was a versatile and prolific writer, 
and tradition ascribes to him more than one hundered 
works, of which Aufrecht mentions nearly seventy. 
He was the son of Rahgaraja (or RahgarajMhvarin) 
and liad a brother called Apya or Accha. 

Appayya is notable in Sanskrit Poetics for his thre e 
works, viz. the Kuvalaydnamla, t he Qitra-mlma/ms a 
a nd the Vrtti-c dr ttiha . Of these, the last seems to 
have been his earliest work, after which comes the 
Citr a-miman isa which is referr ed to in his Ktivcdayd- 
najvla. None of these works displays much origi- 
nality ; and we have seen that his Kuvalaydnanda 
w as directly base d on Jay adeva’s Candrdlokct, up to 
the section on the figure T«> the “on e hundred” 

alamkaras of Jayadeva. Appayya, however, adds 
twenty-four®, and this perhaps constitutes the largest 
numbeiTS’ such figures mentioned in any Alamkara 
work, and forms the climax in the process of multiply- 
ing the poetic figures with endless minute dilferenti 
ation. The Citra-mmamsa is a more independent 
work ; but it was probably left incomplete. In most 

1 See above pp. 220-2 1 

2 In the text of the KuvalayCmanda-karika with A^dha- 

ra's commentary, which is translated by Schmidt and pub- 
lished in the N. S. P. 1909, the fourth chapter dealing with 
mbddlamkaras is an interpolation, or rather mistaken incor- 
poration into the text of Appayya of a chapter from Cirafijiva 
Bhat^acarya’s (/Oriii pp. 343 * 44 ). as the colo- 

phon at the end of that chapter itself shows. It well known 
that the Kmalaydnanda deals only with arthdlarn^aras. 
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of the MSS^, as well as in the printed texts®, it goes 
up to the atUaydhti-prakarmm and breaks off with 
the curious verse 

apym'dha-cUraminmmsa na mnde Tcasya maijisala 
auurnr im gharm4m§or ardhSndur iva dJmrjateh, 
which, if authentic, implies that the work was design- 
edly left incomplete. But in some MSS there is 
an additional verse, which gives a list of the figures 
to be dealt with {pratipadydlamkara-sTid)^, which 
ends with the mention of utpreksd, and omits cUisa- 
ySkti which ought to come after it. The Cmdrika 
eomineutary supports this tradition with the remark 
utpreksd- ffranthdnanta,ra/rp, cUramlmdyisd na kvdpi 
drsyate; but the commentary of DharSnanda, son ot 
Rainabala, includes and comments on the section on 
(Uikiyokti coming thereafter. Appayya’s own 
rofereuccs to the Citra mimdnisd in Kuvalaydnanda 
(pp. 78 , 86, 133 ) relate to the treatment of the 
figures of Mesa, prastutdnknra and arthdntaramydsa, 
which are wanting in the present-day text. Appayya's 
third work, the VrUi-vdrttika, which is a short 
dissertation, after a work called Kavya-sarani, on the 

1 e.g. IOC iii p. 336, ends with atisaybkti at fol. 72a 
Madras Trm A 1104 ; ii p. 82. 

2 ed. Kavyamala 38, 1907. In the text published in 
the Pandit xiii,the work ends with utpreksa, and the atihayb- 
kti is wanting. 

3 upania "sakbpamiybpamayathdHanvayah smarariam 
apaka-parirMti-samsaya-bhrantimad-uUekha-nihnavbtPrekslh, 

This verse occurs at the end of the text printed in the Pandit 
and in the India Office MS referred to. The MS kha used in 
the Kavyamala ed. (see p. lOi fn.) ends with utpreksa. 
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three functions of word and its sense, is also incom- 
plete as it stands ; for it consists only of two chapters 
on the two functions abhidka and lak^cMpa, and the 
third chapter which should deal with the third 
function vyanjaua is wanting*. 


( 3 ) 


works appear to have started some 
controversies in his time. Thus Jagannatha, who 
flourished immediately after him, not only attacked 
Appavva in his Masa-aangadhara and stigmatiser l 
him as a slavish imitator of Ruyyaka and Jay a- 
ratha, but also wrote his Citramimaijfisa-khaifdci'na 
to demolish Appayya's work of that name. Bhlma- 
sena, in his commentary on Mammata, also refers 
to a Kuvalaydnandci-hhafulana written by himself as 
an attack on Appayya’s other work ; and we find 
Nllakantha, a descendant of Appayya’s, apparently 
taking up the cudgel to defend the fair fame of his 
ancestor in his Citrct'immdnhsa-dosa-dhikkara. 

Among more recent writers and works cited bv 
Appayya, we find the names of the SshityacintSmaqii- 
kSra, Ratnakara, the Alattikdra-sudhanidhi and the 
Kdvya-sarmn, the last work (of which nothing is 
known) being avowedly the model or source of his 
Vftti-vdrUikd,. The Sdhttya-cintamatfi^ also cited 

I Appayya was a very prolific writer who is reputed to 
have composed 104 works. For his works on Saiva philo- 
sophy and other subjects, see Aufrecht; also I A xxvii (1898) 
p. 326f : KrenamaeSrya at. p. 168. 
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by Kurnarasvamin, is probably the work of the same 
name by Vlranarayapa (q. v., about 1400 A.D.). 
The AlcmiJcara-sudhanidhi is apparently the same 
work as cited by Kurnarasvamin at p. 44 , but of this 
nothing is known. If the Ratnakara quoted in the 
Wfitirvarttika p. 20 be the same as Ratnilkara cited 
extensively by Jagaunatha in his two works, then it 
refers to the Alamkara-ratndkara of Sobhrikaraiuitra, 
and should be distinguished from llnsnratndkm'a 
cited by Mallinatha on MeghadTita. 

( 4 ) 

TBE C03IMENTAT0BS ON APPAYYA 

The popularity of the Kuvcdaydnnnda as a con- 
venient manual is indicated by the many commentaries 
on it, the more important ones of which have been 
]jublished. The Dlpikd of the poet Asridhara, smi 
of Ramaji and disciple of Dharajildhara has been 
edited as well as translated. The Alamlcaritrstidha 
and Satpaddnanda of Nagesa or Nagoji Bhatta liave 
not yet found an editor, but the Alartikdra-candrika 
of Vaidyanatha Tatsat, son of Ramacandra (or Ramn- 
buddha) and grandson of Viffhala Bhafta, has been 
printed several times in Madras and elsevvere. The 
more reliable commentary of GangadharMhvarin 
or Gangadhara Vajapeyin, son of Devasirnha-sumati 
of Badhula-family and pupil of Visvarupa Yati 
of Benares, probably preserves the text and the 
Appayya-traditions better, inasmuch as the com- 
mentator tell^ us that Appayya was the teacher of a 
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brother of his graadfather, and he himself takes 
great pains to settle the readings of his text. Other 
less known commentaries are mentioned below. 

The CitrarmrrmTrisa has been commented upon 
by Dharananda, son of Ramabala of Vasista-gotra 
and grandson of Thakura, who had, besides the 
author's father, two other sons, named Pura^ad^a and 
Devadasa. The commentator was the disciple of 
Paramananda and was born in Bharatapura. He 
wrote also a commentary on Mrcchakatika {Madras 
Cat, 12 G 25 ). 

No commentary on the Vvtti-mrttika is known. 


Bibliography 

Kuvalaydnanda 

Editions. Text only (i) Poona 1842 (2) Bombay 1895 

(^) by Subrahmanya barman with Eng. trans. and notes, 
Calcutta 1903. Text ivith commentaries, (i) with Candrika 
of Vaidyanatha, Poona 1846, 1849, Madras 1869, 1870, 1872, 
1S81, 1895, Calcutta, (Jivananda) 1870, 1874 etc., Benares 
1878, 1910, Bombay (Vasudeva) 1877, 1885, 1912, 1913 etc. 
(2) with the RasikarahjanI of Gaiigadhara, by Halasyanatha 
Sastrl, Kumbhakonum 1892 (3) with Alamkara-dipika of 
Asadhara, by Vasudeva, Bombay N. S. P., 1909; the same 
translated into German by R. Schmidt, Berlin 1907. This 
enumeration is not exhaustive, as the work has been printed 
very often in India as a text-book Our references are to 
the N. S. P. ed. of 1913 by Vasudeva, which contains also 
V aidyanatha’s Alarnkara-candrika. 

MSS. Aufrecht i 113a, 780a ii 22b, 194b; iii 25a. The 
entry Kuvalaydnanda-karika refers to our text (the k^rika 
portion only) which is the subject of Asadhara’s commentary. 
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see vii 25-7 ; WBod 1161 ; KBod 505 ; Madrasi Trm A 192, 
5 1 o ; WRA S 109, 1 27 ; Madras eat, 1 2846- 1 2860. 

Commentaries, (i) Alamkara'Candrika of VaidyanathaTatsat 
(see above). Published many times with the text 
MSS: Aufrecht i 113a, 780a; ii 23a, 194b; iii 25a7 
see vii I, 29; Madras Cat, 12862-67. Mitra (^nBik, 
Cat, p. 213, no. 607) gives an entirely wrong impres- 
sion of this work as well as of its original. 

(2) Alantkura-dl/>ika by Asadhara. Printed 
by N. S. P. as above. MSS : Aufrecht i 1 13a, 780a ; 
ii 23a. Asadhara only comments on the kdrikas, 
but he is not aware of Jayadeva's Candrdloka, 
Asadhara also wrote Koviddnanda and its com- 
mentary (Aufrecht ii 25b). He should not be 
confused with Asadhara who wrote a commentary 
on Rudrata (cf Aufrecht i 54b and ii lob). 

(3) Rasika raHjatfi by Gahg^harAdhvarin 
or Gaiigadhara Vajapeyin. Printed from Kum- 
bhakonum as above. MSS: Aufrecht i 113a (the 
attribution to Appayya himself is wrong, as correct- 
ed later), ii 22b : Madras Trm A 73, B 388, C 703 ; 
Madras Cat, 12868-70. This commentator describ- 
es Appayya as asinat-pitd^viaha-sahodara-dehikendra ; 
but according to tradition the commentator lived 
under the Tanjore prince Shahaji (1684-1711 A.D.). 
Also wrote some comms. on philosophical works. 

(4) Alamkdra-sudhd by Nagoji Bhatta. Auf- 
recht i H3a (i.e. citing Kielhorn Central Prov, 
Cat. p. 98 and not p. 104), ii 23a. Nagoji is also 
said to have written another commentary on 
Kuvalay^ called SatJ^addnanda, or in full Vtqama- 
pada-vydkhyana ^atpaddnanda, Aufrecht i 113a, ii 
23a, sec viii 28, As its name indicates, the latter 
commentary probably deals only with difficult 
words and passages. The two commentaries are 
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often confused. In this last coiniaentary, Nagoji 
refers to his ^ Marma-prak^a on Jagannatha^s work. 
Extracts of both in Stein pp. 270-271. 

(5) Kavya-ntaHjafh by Nyayavagisa Bhat^V 
carya (?). Aufrecht i 113a. Is he identical with 
Ramacandra Nyayavagisa, son of Vidyanidhi (q.v.) 
and author of the Kavya-candrika ? 

(6) Comm, by Mathuranatha. Aufrecht i 
113a. See pp. 239-40. 

(7) ^tippana by Kuravirama referred to in 
ihe introductory verse of his comm, on the Visva- 
^urbddarm, Hultzsch i extr. p. 57, no. 21. For the 
author see above p. 135. As Vehktadhvarin, 
author of the Vikvagunadarha^ is known to be a 
grandson of Appayya's, Kuravirama, who com- 
mented on this poem, could not have been earlier 
than the middle of the 17th century. 

(8) LagAvalami^ara-candrika by Devidatta. 
SCB 830. 

(9) Budharahjani by Veiigala Suri. Madras 
Trui. A 1215 : Madras Cat. 12874-75, This is 
really a comm, on the arthalainkara-section of 
CandnXloka, coextensive with the text of Appa- 
yya's Kuvalayananda. 

Citra- nfiinairisa 

Edition. (1) in the Pandit xiii, 1891 (2} Kavyamala 38, 
1893, 1907 (our references are to the ed. of 1907). 

MSS. Aufrecht i 187b ; ii 38b, 200a ; iii 40b. Madras Cat 
12879-83. 

Cuuiinentaries. (i) Sudha by Dharananda, son of Ramabala. 

Aufrecht ii 38b ; Madras Cat. 12884-86. (extract). 

(2) G^harthaprakakika by Balakj^na Paya- 
gun^a. Aufrecht ii 38b. He is also the author of an 
Alamkara-sara. See chapter on Minor Writers, 
(3) Citr&loka. 8 CB 106. 


85 



874 tQWum 

Vftti-vMtika 

Edition. \i) in the xii, 1890 (2) Kavyamala 36, 

1893. Our references are to the Kavyamate ed. of 1910. 

MSS. Aufrecht i 598a, li 142b (first two chapters), 226b 
iiT 125 (two chapters). 



XXVIII JAGAMATHA 

In his Blmminl-vilasa, Jagannatha tells us*^ that, 
he passed his youth under the patronage of the 
emperor of Delhi, from whom, we are told else- 
where, he received the title of Pai^itarSja®. This 
emperor seems to have been Shah Jahan, whose 
sou Dara is eulogised in Jagannatha’s Jagad^hamiia. 
He also seems to have lived under the protection 
of Nawab Asaf ^^n (d. 1641), a nobleman in the 
Court of Shah Jahan, in whose praise he wrote his 
Asapha-vilasa and who is also referred to in a verse 
quoted in his Basa-gangadhara (p. 166). Jn the 
latter work, there is also a reference in a (p. 
521) to Nuradina which is apparently the Sanskritised 
form of one of the names of Jahangir, Shah Jahan’s 

1 dilhvallabha-panipallava-tale n\iam, naz/lm vapah, ed. 
Granthamala vol. iv si 32. This verse is wanting in the 
N*S.P. ed. 1894. The Granthamala text is published with 
the comm, of Mahadeva Diksita who claims to be a grandson 
of JagannStha himself. 

2 See citation from Asapha-vMsa given in introd. tri 
KSvyamala ed. of Rasa-ga'hgidhara p.2 fn. ; also Nagela on 
Rasa-gav^ p.3. The poet Paijdita-raja, cited in the anthology 
PadyAmrta-taranginl of Hari-bhaskara, whose commentary 
on the Vrtta-ratnd,kara was composed in 1676 A.D. 
(Bhandarkar, Rep. 1877-91, p. Ixii and Rep. 1883*84. p. 60) 
is probably our author. There is also a commentator on 
Mammata named Faniditaraja (q.v.) who is dlfierent author. 
Aufrecht (ii 40a), making a confusion between the two, 
attributes the KMvya-prakSka-^JiSi our JagannStha. 
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father. ShSh Jahan came to the throne in 1628 A.D., 
and was thrown into prison in 1658 A.D. It appears 
that while Jagannatha’s younger days were passed 
under this emperor, Dara-shikoh (d. 1659 A.D.) who 
came into power during the latter days of his father’s 
reign, was his real patron. It is not unlikely, there- 
fore, that JagannStha’s literary activity lay in the 
second and third quarters of the l7th century. NSges'a 
Bhatta commented upon his Rasa-gahgadhara in the 
beginning of 1 8th century, while JagannStha himself 
attacks Appayya Diksita who lived in the third 
quarter of the 16th century. 

( 2 ) 

Jagannatha describes himself as the son of Peru 
Bhatta^ (or Perama Bhatta®) and LaksmI. He was, 
like Appayya, a South Indian writer, being a native 
of Tailahga* (Telega country), and belonged to the 
Vegina4a family His father was reputed for his 
learning, having been, as JagannStha himself tells us**, 
taught the Ved&,nta by JnSnendra-viksu, the Nyftya- 
vaisesika by Mahendra Pag.dita, the PUrva-mlmSmsS 
by Kha^dadeva and the MakabMi^ya ' by Sesa 
Viresvara. Our author learnt these subject from 
his father, and also from one his father’s teachers, 
Viresvara. Very little is known of his personal 

I Rasa-ga'hg'* i 3 

3 concluding verse to his Prarf^harana. 

3 PrawXbharavM si. 52. 

4 colophon to Bhamim-vilasa^ 5 Rasa-gahg^ i 2. 
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history, although curious tales about his fondness for 
a Muhammadan woman, and his death by plunging 
into the saci-ed river Ganges have gathered round 
his name^. Jagamiiitha was also the author of several 
poetical works®, Ijesides writipgthe Basa-gaiigadhara, 
the latest yet not the least important work on Poetics, 
and the He also wrote 

a grammatical work, directed against Bhattoji 
Dlksita’s famous commentary Manorama, called 
Manorcm^kiica-niardana. 

Both the rhetorical works of Jagannatha have 
been obtained incomplete. The printed editions oi 
the texts of the Itasa-gcmgadhara go up to the 
treatment of uttardlavpkara and break off with an 
incomplete verse ; and so do most MSS noticed 
in the various reports and catalogues. Nagesa or 

1 Acyuta Raya, whose Sahitya-sara is dated in 1831 
A.D., discusses in his commentary on the Bhamim-vil^sa, 
the autobiographical significance of the lyrics in that work 
and of verses like yavatft, navanlta-komalAngl often attri- 
buted to Jagannatha. See also L.R. Vaidya in the introd. 
to his ed. of the Bhaminv-vilasa. 

2 Some of these have been published by the N.S.!’. 
For a list, see introd. to Jagannatha’s Rasa-gaik,g^ (Kavyamala 
ed.) and Aufrecht i 196b, and Kavyamala pt. i. p. 79. These 
are (i) Ampta-laharl (Km pt ii) (2) Asapha-vilasa, praise of 
Asaph Khan (3) Karunalaharl (Km pt. ii) (4) Ganga-laharl or 
Plyusalaharl (5) JagadAbharapa, praise of DSra shah (6) Prap4- 
bharapa, praise of Prananarayana of Kamarupa (Km pt. 
ii) (7) Bhaminl-vilasa (8) ManoramS-kuca-mardana, against 
Bha^^ji Dlk^ita’s Manorama (9) Yamuna-varqana-caippu 
(10) Lakimt-lahari (Km pt ii) (i i) Sudhi-laharl (Km pt i). 
Of these nos. 3, 6 and 1 1 are quoted in the Rasa-gaUgS* e,g. 
H 6o»p, 36 ; al 4=:p. 56 ; «L isap. 2a 
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NSgoji Bhatta’s commentary also ends with the same 
section. . In conformity to a pun in the word 
gaitgSdhara in the title, the work was apparently 
planned to consist of five heads {anatia) or chapters, 
of which we have got only one complete and another 
incomplete chapter*. The Citram%mam^a-khct,»dana, 
directed against Appayya’s work of the same name, 
also goes as far as the apahnuti-%QQ,t\on and does not 
deal with utprek^a and atikaya which are found in 
some MSS of the CitramvmMnisa. 

( 3 ) 

Of comparatively recent writers, Jagannatha, 
besides citing Mammafa, Ruyyaka and Jayaratha 
extensively, refers to and quotes Vidyadhara (p. 254), 
VidySnStha (p. 162) Visvanfltha (and the Sahitya- 
datpatfa^ p. 7) and Appayya, and refers very often 
to the navyah. The scathing criticism which he 
levels aginst Appayya as a slavish imitator of 
Ruyyaka and Jayaratha was no doubt prompted 
by the zeal of eclipsing the fame of another South 
Indian writer in the same field. Jagannatha also cites 
Srfvatsa-lsSichana (p. 39), apparently the commen- 
tator on Mamma^a, an unknown Alamkftrabhasya- 
kara (pp. 239, 365, also referred to by ^Jayaratha), 
and Ratnfikara (pp. 202, 207, 211, 221, 225, 281, 
313, 480, 492 etc) which last name is also cited by 

I It cannot be be determined whether the work was 
completed : but it was certainly composed before Jagan- 
n&tha wrote his CiiramkMixfaa-khaifydana, the second verse 
of which refers to the Rasa-gaihgadhara. 



JAaAKNAVHA 


279 


Appayya. JagannStha also refers to a work called 
Alarpkararratndhara (pp. 163, 165). An anonymous 
JlaTTikarcirratndkara is mentioned in Burnell 54a ; 
but Btihler^ describes a work of that name by 
^obhakaramitra, son of Traylsvaramitra. Peterson 
informs us * that the Kashmirian poet Yasaskara 
extracts some ^ras on AlamkSra* from a work 
called AtarpJcara-ratndkara by ^obhSkaramitra, 
and illustrates them in his Dem-stotra by compos 
ing verses in praise of Devi, as the opening words- 
of the latter work themselves show*. The work 
of Yasakara in Stein is for this reason called Alani- 
karddaharana-sannibaddha Devl-stotra^ . The Batna- 
kara of Jagannatha undoubtedly refers to this 
Ala/ndddrorratndkara of ^obhSkaramitra ; for the 
citation from Batnakara at p. 202sa§^ra 11 (as 
given in Peterson i p. 78). 

1 Kashmir Rep. App. ii no. 228, p. cxxviii. 

2 Rep. i p. 12. 

3 These are given in Peterson, op. cit. App. pp. 77-81. 

4 ratndkardbhyantarato grkltvalamkara-sutrainii yatha- 
kramevM j bandiva detya girirajaputryok karomi samsant, 
aruti-gocarwm. The commentary on this verse explains 
hr^trayimara-mitrdtmaja-eri-hobhakaramitra^iracitdlamJiira- 
ratndkard lamkara-sutr^i. The colophon to Biihler's 
MS of the Almnkara-rainakara reads treyihfvara-mafUra- 
putrasya as* a description of ^bhakaramitra, in which the 
word mantra is obviously a mistake for miira. Stein’s 
Jammu MS 58 reads ^obhakaramitra as the name of the 
author (cf also WBod i r 62). 

5 The original is also called AlitfJiara-rc^tnkdihare^ and 
the author ^obhftkaresvara. See also Mitra 1832 ; Hultzsch’s 
Bine Sammlung ind. HastdsdiHfUn 17a 
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( 4 ) 

The commentator on the Uasa-gahgadharct is 
NSgesa or Nagoji Bhat(a, whose name we have 
already mentioned as a commentator on Mammata, 
Govinda, Bhanudatta and Appayya. He was a 
Mahratta Brahmin (with the surname R&la), son of 
^iva Bhatta and Satl. He lived in Benares and 
was patronised by Ramasimha of Srhgavera-pura 
(near Allahabad), He is one of the latter-day 
grammarians, who composed a number of works 
and commentaries on grammar, poetics and philosophy. 
He was the pupil of Hari Diksita, who was the son 
of Vires vara Diksita and great-grandson of Bhattoji 
Diksita, the well-known author of the Siddhdnta- 
katmudi. Bhaftoji is known as a pupil of Sesa Krsija* , 
whose son Sesa Vires vara was, as we have noted, a 
teacher of Jagannatha himself. Nagoji was thus 
separated from Jagannatha roughly by two genera- 
tions, and flourished in the beginning of the 18 th 
century. The India office MS of his commentary on 

I author of the P ada-candrikg, and the Prakriya-prakaka, 
and son and pupil of Se§a Narasiipha or Nfslmha. See 
Bhandarkar Rep. 1883-84, p. 59. Nagoji’s relation to Jagan- 
natha is illustrated thus : 

— Se§a Viresvara Jagannatha 

(son) (pupil) 

Sesa 
Kfsoa — 

Bha(^ji Viresvara Hari Nagoji 

Diksita — Diksita — Diksita — Bbattia 

•—(pupil) (son) (son) (pupil) 
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Bh^nudattas is dated in 171.2 A.D^ 

Nagoji was also the teacher of Vaidyanatha, the 
Maithili grammarian, and of Gangarama, the great- 
grandfather of Mauirama (lH02 A.D).^ 

Nagoji wrote the following commentaries in 
poetics, as already noticed : (1) Guru-marma-prakMiha 
on Jagannatha's Rasa-gangadhara (2) Brhat and 
Laghu Uddyota on Goviuda^s ^Pradtpa on Mamrnata 

(3) Udaharana-dlpika or ^pradlpa on Mamrnata 

(4) Alamkara-sudhd and Vlsamapada-vyakhydna 
satpaddaanda on Appayya’s Kuvalaydnanda (5) 
^Prakdsa on Bhanudatta’s Rasa^manjarl (6) a 
commentary on Bhanudatta’s Rasadcxrangiyu. 

BIBLIOGRAPHY 

Editions, (i) Kavyamala I2 (with Nagoji^s comm.), i888, 
1913 (2) Benares Sansk. Series 25, 1889. Our 

references are to Kavyamala ed. 1913. 

MSS. Aufrecht i 494a and b; ii Ii5b^ 220a; iii 105b. 
see vii 35-38 ; Madras eat. 12922-26. 

Commentaries, (i) Guru-mar ma-prakasika by Nagesa Bhat^a. 

Aufrecht i 494b, ii 115b. Printed in Kavya- 
mala with the text. 

(2) Visama-padl. Anonymous. Aufrecht i 
494b. 

eitrannmamsa-khaiidana 

Edition. Kavyamala 38, 1893, ^ 9 ^ 7 - 
Mss. Aufrecht i 187b. 

1 10 e iii p. 355. C!f Belvalkar Systems of Sansk. 
Gram. p. 49 . 

2 Manirama wrote a commentary on Jagannatha^s 
B 7 iamtnlrvilasa in 1802 A.D. See 10 G vii p, 1526. 

36 
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( 1 ) 

We propose in this cha])ter to deal with the minor 
writers on Alamkara, other than the commentators 
as well as less known authors already mentioned in the 
preceding chapters, arranging them alphabetically, and 
giving the names of their works and such details as 
can be collected about theni^. 

1. ACYUTA Barman .n acyutaraya 

MOPAKA 

Sahitya-sara and its commentary ^iarani 
moda 

(Ed. Bombay I860; N. S. P. Bombay 1006. 
Aufrecht i 716a, iii 17 la). 

The work is dated in mka 175:3 = 1831 A.D. 
The author describes himself as the pupil of Niiraya^a 
^^strl. He appears to be identical with Acyuta- 
raya who wrote the PrcMaya-pralcma commentary 
on Jagannatha’s ; for in it he refers 

to the Sahitya-sara as his own (ed. N. S. P. 1894 
p. 1), citing the verses i 14-15 from the latter. In 

I Doubtful names to be found in some catalogues, as 
well as those about which there is no reliable information, 
have been omitted in this list ; and care has been taken to 
avoid useless or trifling entries. 



MINOR WRITERS ON ALAMKARA. 


283 


his Sahityorsara, again, he refers to the Hhaminl- 
vilma at p. 7. 

The work consists of 12 chapters called ratnm, 
the metaphor being that these precious doctrines 
are churned by the author from the ocean of Alam- 
hm'a-6a^^tra. The chapters are accordingly named 
1 Dhanvantari-ratna (the general characteristics of 
kavya) 2 Airavata-ratna (function ol sabda and 
artha) 3 Indira-ratna (the vyaiigya and its occasions) 4 
Daksiijs\vartakambu-rataa (divisions of dhvani, includ- 
ing rasa-dhvani) 5 Asvavara-ratna (other infeiior divi- 
sions of dhvani) 6 Visa-ratna {dosa) 7 Gup^a-ratna 
(guna) 8 Kaustubha-ratna (arthdlanikaras) 9 KAma- 
dhenu-ratna (Sabddlarn^kdi'as) 10 Rambha-ratna 
(ndyikd) 11 Candra-ratna (ndyaka) and 12 Amrta- 
ratna (conclusion). Our author is possibly identical 
with Acyuta, author of the Bhdglrathl champu 
(written in the 1815 A.D.), who is described by 
Aufrecht (i 770b) as the son (?) of Narayana. This 
work is divided into 7 chapters called manorathas. 

2. AJITASENACARYA or AJITASENA- 
DEVA YATISVARA 

a. Alamkdra-cmtcma/ni 

(Ed. by Padmaraja Pan.ditn in the Kavyd- 
mbudhi 1893-94. MS in Rice 304; cf 
Aufrecht i 6a, iii 2a). 

b. Sfngdra-manja'n 

(Aufrecht i 661 ; SgS ii pp. 83, 231 extract; 
Madras Cat. 12956-57). 

The author was the Jaina priest of CSrmup4eraya, 
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minister of the Gahga king Kacamalla, and flourished 
in the latter part of the 10th century. He was the 
teacher of Nagavarrnan, a Kanarese poet, who lived 
under the protection of Rakkasa Gauga, younger 
brother of Racainalla. Ajita also wrote Cintamaiii- 
prakasika on Yaksavarrnan’s Cintamani, which is 
itself a commentary on ^akafayana’s ^abddmmsana. 
See Rice p. 308. 

The Spigara-manjarl was written at the instance 
of a Jaina prince of the lunar race, named Raya or 
Kamiraya, for his instruction. It consists of three 
chapters and 128 stanzas, dealing with (l)/>rtc?a-tZosa 
(viz., alaksana, srutikatu, vgdghdtartha, anarthaka, 
aprasiddha, neydrtha, grdmya and asammata) which 
ends with a discussion of the vfttis, (2) the ten 
guticis of Vamana and (3) arthdlariilmras (viz. npamd, 
rupaka, jdti, bhrdntimdn, hetu, samsaya, prativastd- 
pamd, aksepa, di'stdnta and tulyayogita), 

3. ANURATNAMANDANA or RATNA- 
MANDANA GANI 

a. Jalpa-kalpalata 

(Weber 1722, long extract given ii pp. 278-80). 

This Jaina author was a pupil of Ratnasekhara 
Suri ot Tapagaccha, v/ho died in sarpoat 1517= 1461 
A.D., and therefore belonged roughly to the middle 
of the 15th century. The work, in three stavakas, 
gives practical instruction on composition {kavi-aikmY . 


I For Ratnasekhara, see Bhandarkar Rep, 1883-84, pp. 
156-7: Peterson iv p. ciif: I A xi p. 256. 
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b. Mugdha-medhahara 
(Peterson vi p. xv, extract given at p. 31). 

A manual on poetic figures and kindred topics. 

4. ANANTARYA 

Kavi-samaya-kalLola {Madra,'< Gat. 12808, 
extract). 

Tliis South Iiuiiaii writer w<xs the sou of Singara- 
carya. The work cites from Dharmasuri, Narasimha’s 
Nauj uraja-yaso-bhasana, and l^ratdjKtrudriya ; and 
therefore could not be earlier than tlie 14th century. 
He refers to another work by himsult, called Kfsna- 
rdj a-yaso -4 

5. ANANTA 

iSahitya-kalpaoalll (Aufrecht i 13a). 

G. AMKTANANDA YOGIN 
jLlmiokdra-saiiiyraha 

(ed. (Jalcutta 1887 vvitli fijiigl. trans. Autrecht 
i 20a ; Madras Cat. 12704, extract). 

The work consists of 5 chapters dealing with (1) 
varij,a-gaiia (2) saOddrtha (3) rasa (4) ndyaka-bheda 
(5) alarrikdra. The author says tliat he wrote this 
work at the request of Manvasamudra, son of Bhakti- 
bhumipati, who was a devotee of Siva. It appears 
from the introductory verse that the author also in- 
tended to deal with guiia, dosa and dasara^aka. 
He is probably identical with the Tantrika Amrta- 
nanda who corrected (Weber p. 361) the Tantra-sdra 
of KrsQ&nauda. 
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7. ALLARAJA or MALLARAJA 

Basa- 1 'atna-dlpiJca (Aufrecht i 495b, ii 116a). 

A work of this name is cited by Bhanudatta in 
liis Basa-taranginl, and by Ratnakantha on Mararnata 
(Peterson ii p. l7). See abos'o p. 245, fn 5. The work 
is called Rasn-ratna-pradApu l)y Allaraja in Bhandar- 
kar Rep. 1884-87, no. 533. 

8. INDRAJIT 

Rasika-priya (Peterson vi no. 379). 

The author also wrote a Bdla-bodha commentary 
on the Vairdgya-Maka (Aufrecht iii 13b). 

9. KACCHAPESVARA DlKSITA 

Rdmacandrcv-yaao-hhusaua , {Madras Cat. 
12950, extract). 

The author was the son of Vasudeva and grand- 
son of Kalahastlsvara who was a native of Brahrna- 
desa, a village in the North Arcot District, and the 
writer of a commentary on the Rhdgavata. His 
grandfather had two other sons, named Naraya^a 
and Krsi3.a, his father being the second son. The work 
consists of three chapters dealing with the rasas. 
viz. (1) sr^gdra (2) the other 8 rasas (3) bhdva- 
mrupa/tm. The illustrations are in praise of the 
valour of Bommaraja (probably of the Karvetnagar 
zamindary in North Arcot). 

10. KANDALAYARYA 

Alamka^a-Mrobhiiaaim 

(Rice 283 anon.; Hultzsch i no. 371, extract 
at p. 75 ; Madras Trm A 168). 

The author was the son of RamSnujSrya and 
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grandson of Kesavarya--of the Ayaturi family. He 
probably lived at the^court of either Vehkata I -or 
II of the third Vijayanagar dynasty^, and was thus 
a contemporary of Appayya Diksita. 

11. KALYANA-SUBRAHMANYA StjRI 
Alamkdra-kaustubha with commentary 
0fSii pp. 80, 221 ; Madras Cat. 12790). 

The author was son of Subrahmapya and grand- 
son of Gopala of the Pruru family. The work in- 
vokes and sings the praise throughout of Padma- 
nabha, the god of the temple of Anantasayana 
(Travancore), and of the Vanjipala Balarama Yarman 
Kulasekhara. It was probably composed about 1798 
A.D., as the king of Travancore of that name ruled 
about 1798-1800 A.D. It gives the characteristics of 
the different poetic figures dealt with in the Candrd- 
loka and illustrates them with examples by the author 
himself in praise of his patron and his deity. 

12. KANTICANDRA MUKHOPADHYAYA 

Kdvya-dlpikof 

(ed. Calcutta 1870, 1886 ; Aufrecht i 92a. 
Madras Cat. 12815 may be this work, but 
is given without the name of the author). 

The work appears to be a compilation for begin- 
ners from Maminata and other well-known writers by 
a modern author belonging to the 19th century. 

13. KA^lLAKSMAl^A KAVI 

Alofqikaflrorgraniha (Burnell 54a). 

The work was probably written at the end of the 


I Hultzsch ibid, p. viii. 
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17th or the bepjiuning of the 18th century, as the 
examples are all in praise of the Tanjore prince 
Sahajl (1684-1711 A.D.). 

14. KRSNA 

Sahitya-tarahgim (Aufreolit ii 17 la). 

15. KUMBHA or KUMBH AKARNA, ^nnlja- 

dhiraja 

]iasn-rabna-kosa (Aufrecht i 49.5b). 

A MS of this work in Devana^arl character in 
the Paris Biblioth. Nationale (no. 24.3) is de.seribed 
by Re^naud p. 379. It is a treatise on rasa and 
kindred topics in 11 chapters, dealing with (1) 1-4 
the rasas (2) 5-6 nayaha and nayika (3) 7 abhinaya 
(4) 8-9 anubhava and vyabhicari bhavas (5) 10-11 
rasa and bhava. The treatment (!orres ponds to the 
3rd chapter of the Sahitya-darj)ai/a and matters 
dealt with in Bhanudatta’s two works on rasa. 
The author is probably king Kumbha of Mevad 
(1428-1459 A.D.) who wrote, besides some treatises 
on samglta, a commentary entitled Rasika- priya (ed. 
N, S. P. 1917) on Jayadeva’s GUa-govinda, and 
flourished in the first half of the 1 5th century. It is 
interesting to note that in the present work, Kumbha 
cites (besides Abhinavagupta) Klrtidhara (see above 
p. 37), of whose date we thus get a limit at the 15th 
century A.D. 

16. KBSNA BHATTA or JAYAKRSNA 

MAUNIN 

Vrtti-dlpika (Aufrecht i 598a). 

The author was a grammarian, and the work 
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probably deals with the graiumatico-rhetorical ques* 
tion of the vrttis of words. For his other works, 
see Aufrecht i 198a. He is described as the son of 
Raghunatha Bhatfa and grandson of Govardhana 
Bhatta. 

17. KRSNA DlKSITA or KKBNA YAJVAN 

Raghmiatha-bhupallya 

(Aufrecht i 486a ; Madras Trm C 659d). 

A commentary called Sdhityorsamrdjya by Surna- 
tlndra Yati, pupil of Surindra-pujyapada, is mention- 
ed in Rice 288. 

18. KRSNA Barman 

a. Mandara-maranda-catjiipu 

(ed. Kavyamala 52 with Madhurya-ranjanl 
commentary, 1895). 

b. Rasa-prakdm (Aufrecht i 495a). 

The first-named work is a so-called chaTripu, deal- 
ing in reality with Prosody, Dramaturgy, Poetics 
as well as practical Kavi-siksS. The work consists 
of 11 chapters called bindus,, dealing with(l) chandas 
(2) nayaka-var^ana (3) slesa (4) yamaka and citra 
(5) the different bandhas (6) enigmatology (7) 
dramaturgy (8) nayaka-laksaflia (9) bhSva and rasa 
(10) alainkara, with dhvani-nirupa^a etc. (11) do§a, 
which however includes sections on sabd&rtha, the 
three vrttis etc. , paka, kavya-bheda, and a section of 
practical hints for descriptive poetry. The work 
appears to be very ill-arranged and ill-digested, having 
no fixed theory but forming an encyclopaedic compila- 
37 
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tion from various sources, meant to serve as a complete 
hand-book for the poet. The author, who is described 
as an inhabitant of Guhapura and a pupil of Vasudeva 
Yogis vara, gives us no clue to his date : but his work 
is certainly very late. He copies, for instance, many 
definitions and illustrations from Appayya’s Kuva- 
laydnanda^ and even appropriates the whole section 
on pdka from Vidyanatha. Some of the new poetic 
figures, which appear to be first adduced and illustrat- 
ed by Appayya, find a place in this comprehensive 
compilation. One should conjecture from this that 
the work belongs to quite recent times. The Masa- 
jyfakdsa is a commentary on Mammafa (see p. 186). 

19. KE^AVA BHATTA 
Hasika-samjivain 

(Aufrecht i 127b, 497b ; J^r. Mm. no. 424, 
extract). 

The work, dealing with rasa, is in 3 cildsas. The 
author was the son of Harivamsa Bhaffa and a 
vaisnava disciple of Vift-halesvara, who is apparently 
the son of the reformer Vallabhacarya. Hence our 
author probably belongs to the second half of the 
16th century. The first vildsa (11 U only) is mainly 
introductory ; the second deals with ndyikds, and the 
third with mdna, pranaya, rdga, sfngdra etc. 

20. GANGANANBA MAITHILA 

KarrMrbhusana (ed. Kavyamala 79, 1902). 

This is a work on the rasas in five chapters, deal- 
ing with (1) vibhSvas (2) anubhavas (3) vyabhicSri- 
bhavas (4) sthayi-bhavas (5) rasa. It was written, 
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as the author himself says, at the command of king 
Srlkarg.a of Bikaner {bihaneri-pun), who appears to 
be the same as Lun,akarp.aji who ruled at Bikaner 
from 1505 to 1526 A.D. 

21. GANGARlMA JADI or JADIN 
Rasa-mimamsa 

(ed. with Chaya, Benares 1885 ; Mss in 
Autrecht i 495a, ii 116a, iii 106a). 

For details aliout the author and his commentary 
on Bhanudatta’s work, see above p. 253. He belongs 
to the second quarter of the 1 8th century. 

22 . GADADHARA BHATTA 
Rasika-jlvana (Aufrecht i 497b, ii 116b). 

This work on rasa, which also bears the character 
of an anthology, is in ten -prabandhas. The author 
is the son of Gaurlpati and grandson of Dainodara. 
Regnaud (p. 379) gives an account of the Paris Bib- 
Uoth. Nationale MS of this work. 

23. GOKULANATHA MAITHILA 
Rasa-mahdrtiava 

The author is the celebrated Maithili Smarta 
and Naiyayika Gokulanatha, sou of Pitambara and 
UmadevI of Phaijadaha family in MahgraunI, who 
lived and wrote in Benares at the end of the 17 th 
and the beginning of the 18th century. The work is 
referred to by himself in his Padormkya-ratndkara^ . 
He is probably the same as wrote a commentary 


I AJSod 246 a. 
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on Mammata, see above p. 186. His drama Amftd- 
daya (written about 1693 A.D.) has been published 
in KSvyamSlE 59, 1897^. 

24. GAURANARYA 
haksana-dipika 

(also called Prabandha-dtpika or Paddrthor 
dipika. Madras Cat. 12951, extract). 

This work, which breaks ofiE with the sixth praka4a, 
deals with (1) kavya-svarupa (2) paribhasa (8) kavya- 
laksana-hheda (4) kalikStkalikddi (5) uddharna-bheda 
and (6) ndyikd. The author is described as the son of 
Ayamaprabhu and brother of Mitaraja, who was the 
minister of ^ihgaya MMhava of Recarla family. 
The work cites Sahitya-cudmiarii (of Bhatta GopSla?). 
Another work, apparently in 4 paricchedas, also 
called Lak^aria-dipikd (consisting of kdrikd and vptti) 
is attributed in the same Catalogue (no. 12952, ex- 
tract) to GauranSrya, but the author is here describ- 
ed as the son of Ayyalu-mantrin, brother of amdtya 
Potama. They may be identical. The latter work 
cites the Alamkdra-sanigraha, Kavi-kantha-pdia, 
Camatkdra-candrikd (see above p. 243fn.), Sdhityor 
candrddaya and Sdhitya-ratndkara (of Dharma Suri ?). 
The Kavi-ka/titha-pd§a, of which two MSS (without 
the name of the author) are noticed in Madras Cat. 
12802-03, appears to be a treatise (said to be based on 
Pihgala’s work) on the characteristics of a poet’s per- 
sonal appearance and qualities, on the effect of the 
initial words of a poem, on the auspicious day for 
beginning a composition and so forth. 


I See HPS ip. 17! 
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25. GHASI or GHASl RAMA PAIJPITA 

a. Masa-candra {IOC 295). 

b. Basorkatimudi (Madras Cat. 12921, ex- 
tract). 

The first work was composed in 1696 A.D. The 
latter work describes the nine rasas. RSmapajQdita’s 
Basa-katmudi in Peterson v 414 refers apparently 
to this work. The Rasa-candra is in 4 chapters, 
dealing with 1. nayika-gana-bheda (198 Si) 2. nayakor 
saifigha (85 il) 3. anubhavddi-gana (150 61) 4. rasa 
(162 6l). Is this Ghasirama identical with GhasIrSma 
Bhatta, father Srinatha who wrote the medical work 
Jagat-praka6a (Stein pp. 193, 348)? He, however, 
appears to be the same as wrote the Padya-mnktdvaJi 
(erotic verses). 

26. CANDlDASA 

Dhva ni-siddhdnta-grantha 

The work is referred to by himself in his commen- 
tary on Mammata. See above p. 173. 

27. CANDRACtiPA 

Prastava-cinMmani (Ulwar 1064, extract 223 ; 

Weber 826). 

The author is described as the son of Paru§ottama 
Bhattn* For citations in this work, see Weber loe. 
eit. It cites Candrasekara-campQ-prabandha which, 
Regnaud thinks, is a carjfipii by Candrasekhara, father 
of VisvanStha (q. v.) It is a work on the art of 
writing poetic descriptions. 
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28. CIRA^^JlVA or RAMADEVA CIRAl? 

JiVA BHATTACARYA 

a. Kavya-vilma 

(Aufrecht i 102b, ii 20a, 193b, iii 22b). 

b. ^r^garn-tatim (Aufrecht i 660b). 

The author was the son of Raghavendra (described 
as acarya-mtdvadhanu) and grandson of Kasinatha. 
He is the author of the Vidvunmoda-tarangim ( a 
chainpu)^ and also of a work on prosody. The India 
Office MS (see IOC iii pp. ;543-44, for a detailed 
summary of iis contents) of the Kavya-vildm consists 
of two chapters, dealing with ram and alamkdra 
respectively, the illustrative stanzas being the author’s 
own. The section on sabddlayxkdra from this work 
has been printed and inadvertantly included in the 
text of Appayya’s Kuvalaydnanda, published by 
N. S. P. (ed. Vasudeva, 1909) with Asadhara’s com- 
mentary®. See above p. 267 fn 2. Cirahjlva wrote his 
Vftta ratndvall^ as a panegyric on Yasovanta Simha, 
Nayeb-dewan of Dacca under Suja’u-d-daulah of 
Bengal, about 1653 = 1731 A.D. He belongs 
therefore to the first half of the 18th century. 

29. JAYAMANGALA 

Aaci-si/^so (Aufrecht i 88a; Peterson i no. 

120, extract). 

This work is apparently cited by Ratnakaptha 
on Stuti-kusmmnjali i 1. The author was a Jain a 

1 See ABod 260-61. 

2 See pp. g^-ioo of this edition. 

3 J/BS iii no, 280. 
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who wrote at the time of Jayasimha Siddharaja 
^1094-1143 A.D.) and was thus a contemporary of 
Heinacandra^ . 

30. JINAVALLABHA StIRI 
Prasndttura {Br. Mus. no. 426, extract). 

This is a collection of riddles and verbal puzzles. 
On the author (about 1110 A.D.), see Klatt p. 36, 
and Bhandarkar Bep. 1882-83, p. 48, where other 
works of his are mentioned. It is accompanied by an 
(wacurt by Kamala-mandira. 

31. JlVANATHA 
Alanikara-sekham (Aufrecht i 32b). 

32. TIRUMALA or TRIMALLA BHATTA 
Alanhkdra-manjari (Aufrecht i 32a, ii 6b, iii 

7b ; extract in ALeip 851). 

This South Indian author was the son of Vallabha- 
bhatta, and his name is also given as Trimmala 
of Tirmala, and sometimes incorrectly as Nirmala. 
The work was written in Benares in 43 verses and 
deals only with artkdlcmikaras. The Arthalanikdra- 
maiijarl entered under this author’s name in Biihler’s 
Catalogue (1871-73) is probably this work. There 
is a commentary on this, called (Burnell 

57a) by Sudhiudra-yati, pupil of Vijayendra (q.v.). 
Our author appears to be identical with Trimalla 
Kavi, son of Vallabha and grandson of ^ iiighaija. 
Bhatta, who wrote some works on medicine (see ALeip 
1182-85). 


I Peterson i p. 68. 
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33. TRILOCANlDITYA 
Na^ya-locatm (Aufrecht i 284b, iii 61a). 

This work (without the author’s name) is exten- 
sively cited, e.g. by Raghavabhatta on iSakuntalei 
ed. N. S. P. 1886, p. 7, by Vasudeva on Karparor 
mc^ari, by RahganStha on VikramdroaM i 1 ; by 
Dinakara and Caritravardhana on Baghu. As Dina* 
kara’s date is 1385 A.D.^, this work cannot be placed 
later than the middle or third quarter of the 14th 
century. A commentary, called ^ LocanarvyZtkhyd- 
njatta, by the author himself is mentioned in Op pert 
2695. 

34. TRYAMBAKA 

Ndtaka-dipa (Aufrecht i 284b). 

Three commentaries, one of them being by Rama- 
krs^a Pafl.dita, are entered by Aufrecht loc. cit. One 
of the Deccan College MSS contains a Prakrit com- 
mentary®. 

35. DAMODARA BHATTA HARSE 
Alarrikdra-krama-mdld, (Aufrecht i 32a) 

36. DEVANATHA 
BMsikarprahdsa (Aufrecht i 497b). 

The author is probably the same as Devanatha 
TarkapaficSnana who wrote a commentary on Mam- 
mata (see above p. 187). A DevanStha is cited by 
Bharatamallika (I8th century) on Bhatti x 73. 

1 Nandargikat's ed. of Raghu, 1897, Pref. p. 17. 

2 Deccan Coll. Catalogue p. 417 no. 38. 
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87. DEVASANKA.RA, surnamed Purohita 
Alct^lc^ra-^m^injma, 

(Aufrecht ii 6b ; Bhandarkar, Bep. 1887-91 p. 
Ixiiif, extract). 

The author, a Guzerat Brahmin, was the sou of 
N&hanSbhai and a native of Raner, (Rander near 
Surat) and lived at Urahpattana (probably 01p5d 
in the same district). The work deals with poetic 
figures alone, and the illustrations sing the glory 
of the Peswas Miiilhava B,ao I and his uncle Raghu- 
natha Rao (1791-1768 A. 1).). 'I’he autlior, therefore, 
belongs to the third and fourth (juarters of the 18th 
century. 

:ie. DH ARM ADAS A SORI 

Vidagdha-mukha maurjana, with vj'tti 
(Ed. Haeberlin in Kavyasamgraha, Calcutta 
1847, p. 269f. Printed many times in India; 
but ed. N. S. P. 1914 is useful. MSS : 
Aufrecht i 572b, ii 135b, 225a, iii 121a). 

Commentaries on this work are numerous : 

(1) By Jinaprabha Suri, pupil of Jinasimha Suri, 
(Weber 1728). For this Jaina writer, whose known 
dates are 1293 and 1309 A.D., see Peterson iv p. 
xxxvii and Klatt’s Onomasticon. His guru Jinasimha 
founded the Laghu-kharatai’a-gaccha in 1275 A.D. 
The date of our commentator, therefore, will be the 
last quarter of the 13th and the beginning of the 14th 
century. 

(2) Commentary by Atmarama. Aufrecht i 573a. 
The, full name-of this writer appears to be SvStmSrS.ma 
Yogindra. 

38 
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(3) VidoiS.n-mcitiOi'CMna by Ta.r&candr» KSyRstha. 
Aufrecht i 573a, ii 135b, iii 121a. For hia other 
works, see ibid i 229a. 

(4) ^ravatmdthmmM by Narahari Bhatta- 
Aufrecht i 573a. 

(5) Sttbodhiui by Trilocana, Aufrecht ii 135b 
(extract in Stein p. 27 4). 

(6) Commentary by ^ivacaiidra. Aufrecht iii 
121a. 

(7) ^tikd by Durgadiiaa, aon of V&sudeva and 
pupil of Bhatta Devacandra. Aufrecht ii 1 3 5b, iii 
I2la. Extract in Peterson iv p. 36. 

The work of Dharmada,sa is in 4 paricchedas, deal- 
ing w ith enigmatology and cUra-kdeya. The concluding 
verse in the Bombay edition of the text (wanting in 
Br. Mus. MS, Bendall no. 427), as well as the first 
verse (which invoke.s ^auddhodani) and the colophon 
to Jinaprabha’s commentary, makes the author a 
Buddhist ascetic. The known dates of Jiuaprabha 
put the limits of Dharmad^a’s date earlier than 
the last quarter of the 1 3th century. This work is 
also cited by name by Kuraarasvamin (p. 122»=iv 1), 
by Raya-mukuta on Amara^, and quoted in the 
Pcbddhati of ^arhgadhara. These citations them- 
selves would put the date of our author earlier than 
the 14th century. 

39. DHARMASUDHI or DHARMA SClRI 
Sahityorratiidkara 

(ed. by Tiruvehkat&carya with commentary, 
Madras 1871 ; ed. Nellorel885. Aufrecht i 

I Composed 1431 A.D. ; see Bhandarkar Rep. 18S3-84, 

p. 63. 
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7l6a, 795b, ii 17la, iii I48a : Madra-n Trm 
A 306, extract; Madras Gat. 12970-75: 
no. 246, extract). 

The author’s name is given variously as Dharma* 
simha or Dharma«pa 9 (iita. He belonged to a Benares 
family distinguished for the high proficiency of its 
members in philosophical studies, and his genealogy 
is thus given (Hultzsch i p. 70) : Tripurari-»^Dharmar-a 
I’arvatesa-^Dharma Suri. He was also the author 
of a drama, called Naraka-dhrariisa (a vyarjoga) or 
Narakdsnra-vijaya^ . The author is cited by Anan- 
tarya (q. v.) in his Kavirsamaya-kallola. A com- 
mentary on this S9hUyari'atii4kara, called 
by Vehkata Suri is mentioned in Mftdras Trm B 444 
and Madras Cat. 12974''75. Vehkafa Suri was the 
son of Lak^maqia Suri and Surnmamba, and grand- 
son of Brahroflintara-va^i and disciple of V ehktacarya. 
The SahUya-rat»4kara is in 10 taranga.<i, dealing 
with the conventional topics of the science. Dharma 
Sari touat have been later than Vidyanatha ; for in 
one of hia verses he anonymously ridicules Vidyanatha's 
method of praising his jwitron (ala/>}ikriyai^ p^rva- 
Ukraih / /miyogiid]^ kaicana myakena j 

kaiScit tu kak^ind/haribhir nibadha)}, j kaodlyasn 
kaicana myakena) 

40. NARASIMHA or NRSIMHA KAVI 

NaiSf ardg a-yaio -bhTieana 
( Aufrecht i 274b, ii 59b, iii 59b ; Madras Trm 
19; Madras Cat. 12896-99). 

The author, son of Sivarama-sudhi-mani, was 

I Ed. Madras i934 ; Hultzch 323, Aufrecht i 377 ». 
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patronised by Nafijaraja, whose name is borne by 
the title of his work and whose glory it sings in the 
illustrative verses. This prince flourished in the 
beginning of the I 7 th century. Narasiinha also 
wrote a drama called Candrakala-itarinaya^ . 

41. NARASlMHlCARYA or VENKATA 

NilSIMHA KAVI 

Alamkarendu-sekhara 

{^Madras Cat. 12978, extract, contains the first 
jyt'akararia only). 

This JSouth Indian author was the son of Dasama- 
carya of Srisaila family, and wrote a commentary on a 
work on music, called iSanta vilam, composed by Sub- 
rahrnapya SudhI (alias Haris'aba Kavindra) son of 
Hariraya and grandson of Krsijaraya of Cari§^usala 
village. He refers to a Glta-manjan by this Hari^ba 
Kavindra and to a can%^ of his own called, JanakA- 
pariiiaya. The work on Alamkara mentioned above 
deals with (i) adt/aka-laksana (2) kdoya-svarupa (3) 
rasa-laksana, especially srttgara (4) dosa and gwna and 
(5) alarrikara. Our author also wrote a commentary, 
called also Alayikare ndu-sekhara, on some karikas on 
Poetics, entitled Laksam-malika^ . 

42. NARAHARI SORl 
llasa-uirTipana 

This work and the author are mentioned by 
Kuraaprasvamiu at p. 224. 

I (8^/8 i no. 45 (called Candrakala-kalytitia) p. 5, 82. 

3 See Madras Cat, 12955 extract ; i 98-99 extract, 

also p. 1 1. 
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43. NARAYANA DEVA 

A lamkaror can drika 

This work is referred to by the author himself 
in his SamffUa-ndrdyana^ . The autlior, also called 
Gajapati-vlra-naraya^adeva, was the son of Padma- 
nabha and disciple of Purusottama Misra. 

44. NILAKANTHA DlKSITA 

Citramlma,msd-dosa-dhikkdra (Aufrecht iii 
40b). 

For the work and the author, see above pp. 

266, 269 and fn. 

45. PUI5JARAJA 

a. Dhvani-pradlpa (Autrecht i 273b). 

b. Kmi/dlanikara-Hm-pmbodha or Biau-pra- 

bodhdlam,kdra. (Aufrecht i 103a). 

The author was the son ot Jivana and Maku, of 
the Sriinala family of Malabar {nialabhdra), and his 
genealogy is given thus : Sadhu-sadepala— ►Kora (a?)-^ 
PSma (a? )->Gova-vYampaca— ►Jivana. Jivana’s bro- 
ther Megha and himself were ministers of Khalaci 
SShi Gayasa; and Jivana had two sons Pufija and 
Munja. Punja became king, but abondoning his 
kingdom to his younger brother, devoted himself to 
study, and wrote some works®. The colophon* to 
Punjaraja's Sdrsvata-tlkd says srltmlakula-inmtUar 
bhdrairi-ptt^araja^ on which Bhandarkar remarks 
that Punjaraja was the ornament of the Mslava 

1 ABod 201 . 

2 Peterson v pp. xliii, 166-69. 

3 Peterson v p. 169 ; AFl 181. 
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circle*. Aufrecht thinks that the patron of Puhja’s 
father and uncle wa-s G^AiySs Sliah iiT^aljl of Malava 
(about 1475 A.D.) and that Puhjaraja must have 
lived at the end of the 1 .5th and the beginning of the 
16th century. 

46. PTJNPARIKA 

Natuha-Uxksana (Autrecht i 284b; SOB .a08). 

47. PUIJJPARIKA RAME^VARA 

Basa-sindhu (Aufrecht iii 106a). 

48. PURUSOTTAMA SUDHiNDRA 
KavUdmtara (Aufrecht i 87a). 

The work is dedicated to one Nagabhupftla. A 
Purusottama is cited by Vijvanatha in his Sahitya- 
darpmfo,, see alx)ve p. 2 -36, fn 4. 

49. PRABHAKARA BHATrA 
a. Masa^jradijxt 

(Aufrecht ii 11 5b, 220a. Weber 823 ; iyCCvii 
42, extract in both). 

ti. Aimp-ka/rorrahmya, cited in his Baaa' 
pradipa. 

The author was the son of Mftdhava Bhaffa and 
grandson of RSmesvara Bhattn» and younger brother 
of Ragunatha and VisvanStha, the last of whom ho 
calls his ‘ vidySrguru ’. The Basorpradipa was com- 
posed in smpvat 1640=* 1.583 A.D, (Weber Jm. <?*<.)“, 

1 Rep. 1883-83, p. 12 ; cf also the colophon to his 8 Au- 
prabodha quoted in op. cit. p. 199. 

2 The date given in SCC vii no. 42 is sarpvat 1 1114 
A.D ; but this must be a mistake. 
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Acoctfdiag to Hall (p. 181) PmbhSkara was born 
in 1564 A.D. His au 

epitouie of the liemm&hSitm'ya was written in 1629 
A.D. He belongs therefore to the last quarter of 
the 161h and the first quarter of the 17th century. 
The B43tsai*pr(tdipa consists of three alohas dealing 
with ( 1 ) (2) rasa-oiveha (3) vyrngawSr 

)mfi^paf$a. He cites Sriharsa Misra, Mi^ra, Ruci- 
nStha, Dharmadatta, Locanakara (Abhinavagupta), 
Pradlpakrt, SShityadarpa^a-kara. The Dharmadatta 
may be the same as quoted by VisvanStha in his 
SShUffOrdarpama. Ananta in his commentary on 
Ary^saptaicUi quotes a Ruciuatha Misra as a writer 
on Poetics. For Prabhakara’s other works, see 
Aufrecht i 353b. 

50. BALADEVA 

i^f^Sra-ASm (Kielliorii, Mep. 1880-81, p. 71). 

The author is described as sou of Kesava. MS 
dated in savp^al 1845. 

51. BALADEVA VIDYABHtJSANA 

Kavpa-kamtubha 

(Aufrecht i 101a, ii 19b, 193b, iii 22b). 

This work, in 9 prabhm, having the .same arrange- 
ment and subje<?t-matter as in the Kavpa-prahitia, 
is by Baladeva who was a tx>mmcnt{itor on Mammata, 
(see above pp. 184-5). 

52. BALAKRSI^A (PAYAGU^rpA) 

JlcurpSeSrorsairci, (Aufrecht i 32b). 

A work of this name is cited by Jayaratha; also 
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in Bttbler’s Catalogue 1871-73. Our author should 
be distinguished from the unknown writer of this work 
and is probably identical with Balakrspa Payagmjda 
(Balambhat'ta) who wrote a commentary on Appa- 
yya’s OUra-mimunisa. See above pp. l')9,273. This 
Balak^na may also be the same as the teacher of 
Mahadeva (who wrote the drama Adbhuta-darpana), 
and as such a coutemj)orary of Nllakantha whose 
known date is 1G37 A.D. 

53. BHASKAKACARYA 

Sf/Mtg(trkalloliui {Madras Cat. J 2!)64, ex- 
tract). 

The author is descriljcd as a descendant of 
Varadaguru of Srivatsa-gotra, and a resident of 
Bhutapurl or Srtperumbudar. The verses are taken 
copiously from several well-known rhetorical works, 
e.g. Mammata, the Bhma-prakMa etc. The author 
states his indebtedness to the Basdrnava-sudhdkara 
of Siiigabhupala ; hence he should be placed later than 
the middle of the 14th century. The topics dealt 
with are prabandha-bheda, ndtya, riTtya, vastu, sandhi 
nayakorlaksmia, rupaha and kavya-laksaim. 

54. BHAVA MI^RA or MISRA BHAVA 

^fhgd/ra-sarasl 

(Aufrecht i 661a, ii 158a, 230b ; SCC vii 43, 
extract). 

The author of this, treatise on amoroU!^_ sentiments 
is described as the son of Misra Bhafaka. 
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55. BHlMASENA BlKSITA 

a. AlcMjfkkaTa-saroddhnra 

b. AlaTpkara-s&rorsthiti or Kmalaydnandor 
khaydana. 

He refers to both these works in his Sudha-sagara 
commentary oy Mammata (see p. 183-4). For the 
latter work see Aufrecht ii 23a. 

56. BHlME^VARA BHATTA, son of Rahga- 

bhatta< 

Rasa-sarvasva (Burnell 57a), 

57. BHODEVA ^UKLA 

Basorvilasa (Aufrecht i 496b, ii 116b, iii 106a). 

The author, son of ^ukhadeva, belongs to the 16th 
century. For his other works, see Aufrecht i 414b. 
The India Office MS of the present work contains only 
3 stavakas and the beginning of a 4th. Our author 
is the same as Bhudeva ^ukla who wrote the drama 
Dharma-vijaya, see Mitra i p. 37 ; Weber 1561 : 
IOC p. 1596 (ed. Grauthamala iii 1889). 

58. MANASIMHA 

Sahitya-sm'a (Aufrecht i 7 1 6a). 

59. MOHANADASA 

RasSdadhi 

The work is cited by himself in his commentary 
on the Mahdndtaka (ABod 143a). The author was 
the son of KamalSpati. 

S'9 
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60. YAJ^ESVARA DlKSITA 

a. AlaTnlcara-raghava (Aufrecht i 32a) 

b. Alamkarorsuri/ddaya (Aufrecht i 32b) 

c. Sahitya-ratndkara (Aufrecht ii 171a). 

The author was the son of Carakari (Cerukuri) 

EoQ.du Bhaffa, and probably a nephew of Laksml- 
dhara (q. v.)^. He may be identical with Yajnesvara 
already mentioned as a commentator on Mammata. 
(see p. 188) The first-named work is so called 
from the circumstance that the examples all refer to 
HSma. 

61 . yaSasvin KAVI 

Sahitya-kautnhala and its commentary Ujjvala- 
padd (Aufrecht i 715b, ii 171a). 

The author is described as the son of Gopala and 
Kasl. The India Office MS (^Cat. iii p. 337) was copied 
in 1730 A.D., and contains only the first chapter 
which deals with enigmatology and citra-kdvya. 

62. RATNABHtJSANA 

Kdvyorkaumvdi {HPS ii no. 35, extract). 

This work in 10 pariccdedas is apparently a very 
modern composition by a Vaidya Pandit of East 
Bengal. It deals with (1) nama (2) lihg&di (3) 
dhatu-pratyaya (4) kavya-laksa^a (5) dhvani (6) g nnT - 
bhuta-vyangya (7) guij.a (8) and (9) alamkara (10) 
4 losa, the first three chapters being devoted to grammar. 
The date aaka 1781 (>=1859 A.D.) may be the date 
of its composition {MPS ibid preface p. viii). 

I See /Sg/S ii p. 65. 
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63. RAVIGUPTA ACARYA 

Loha-sanwymahara (Aufrecht i 546a). 

A poet of this name, with the title bhadanta, 
wrote a Gandrafrabha-vijaya^ . He is cited in the 
Paddhati of ^SrAgadhara (237, 351, 384) and the 
SubhaaitdvaB of Vallabha*, as well as by Yasodhara 
on Vstsyayana (I. 3. 16). 

64. raghava caitanya 

Kavirkalpalata (Aufrecht i 87a). 

Possibly the poet of the same name cited in the 
Paddhati as Raghavacaitanya Srlcarafl.a (71, 168, 
877, 1557-8), which title apparently indicates that 
he was a well-known Vaisij.ava. Is this the Kavikalpa- 
latarkara quoted by Kesava Misra (see above p. 
262f) ? In the colophon to the codex containing 
Devesvara’s Kavi-kalpalata in SC C vii no. 7 (cf. ABod 
211b), the reading is m^ha-caitanya-viracita-kavi- 
kalpalatayah etc. This may be a corruption of or 
mistake for the name Raghavacaitanya, whose work 
may have got mixed up with that of Devesvara himself. 

65. RAJACGPAMAISH DlKSITA 

a. Kavya-darpam, (Aufrecht i 101a, ii 19b, 
193b, iii 22b; Madras TrmA 191 ; Madras 
Cat. 12809-814, with the commentary of 
Ravi-pa^4ita). 

b. Alavnkdra-cuddma'tii cited in his Kdvyor 
darpmpa {Madras Cat. 12809), or Ala^ 

1 See Peterson i App. p. 68 ; iv p. civ. 

2 See introd. pp. 99-100. 
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iMroriirommji (Hultzsch i extract p. 86). 
MS in Rice 280 (anonymous). 

The author, who is a well-known South Indian 
poet, was the son of Satyamahgala Ratnakheta Sri- 
nivasa Diksita and KSmakgl, and step-brother of 
Kesava Diksita and Sesadrisekhara Diksita, He was 
the grandson of Bhavasvamin and Laksmi, and great- 
grandson of Kjs^abhatta Diksita, and pupil of Ardha- 
narlsvara Diksita who was his brother (Hultzsch 
ii p. x). His genealogy and a long list of his other 
works are given in the concluding verses of his 
Kavyordarpci/^^ and in his Ananda-ragham^ . The 
Kmyot-dar'pcMia in ten ullasas, as well as his other 
work on Poetics, deals with the poetic figures. The 
family to which he belonged was known as cUirMra 
yajin. Srinivasa Atiratrayajin in Aufrecht i 6 7 2a is 
identical with Rajacudamafli’s father. He lived in 
Surasamudra in To 9 .dIra (between Tanjore and 
Madura). Cf Sten Konow, Ind. Drama p. 94. 
For his other works see Aufrecht ii 117b, Hultzsch 
i pp. ix-x. His Kcmalinl-kalahatpsa and Sankardr 
bhyudaya have been published by Srivafliivilasa Press. 

66. RAMA SARMAN or RAMA KAVl 
Nayihorvarttana in 49 stanzas {Madras Cat. 

12901). 

67. RAMACANDRA 
Nataka-dSrpoifa (Peterson v p. 188). 

This work is apparently cited by Rahgauatha 

1 extract m Madras Cat, 12809 and Hultzsch 1 pp. 85-6. 

2 Madras Cat, no. 12495. 



MIKOR WRITERS ON ALAMKARA 309 

on Vihra/iin6rvafi% and Bharatamallika on Bhatti* It is 
in four vivekaa, dealing with Dramaturgy. The author 
is conjectured to be the one-eyed pupil of Jaina 
Hemacandra^. He also wrote a drama called Baghu- 
vilasa* or Baghu-vilapa^ where he mentions four 
other works by himself. 

68 . RAMACANDRA NYAYAVAGI^A 
Kavya-eandrika (Aufrecht i 101 a, 778b), with 

commentary called Alcmk^Oi-manjmd 
(ed. Comilla 1885; Dacca 1886 with com- 
mentary of Jagabandhu Tarkavagisa; 
Bombay 1912, with commentary AlatrJcS/rar 
maJtgusd). 

A Bengal writer described as the son of Vidya- 
nidhi (?). Is he identical with Nyayavagisa BhattA 
carya, author oi the Kavya-manjarl commentary on 
the Kuvalaydtianda (see p, 273)? 

69. RAMA SUBRAHMAlSrYA 
Alanika/rarSdstra-saijig't'cthct (Hultzsch 1562). 

70. I.AKSMlDHARA DlKSITA 

a. Ala/ipkdra-muJktdvali (Aufrecht i 32a) 

b. Basarmanjari, cited by himself in his com- 
mentary on the Oitorgovinda. 

The author was the son of Yajnesvara and 
SarvSmbikS (or Ambikamba), grandson of Timmaya 
Somayajin, and brother and pupil of Ko^dubhatta. 
He bore the surname of Daksiij^marti-kihkara. His 

1 Peterson iv pp. 16 - 7 , Buhler’s Hetnacandra p. 44. 

2 Peterson v 145 . 

3 Biihler Kashmir R«p. p. xlix. 




310 


SANSKRIT FOETIOS 


family came from Cerukuru on the Krsqia river, which 
Hultzsch thinks to be identical with modern Pedda- 
cerukuru near Bapafla. He is identical with Laksmi- 
dhara, author of the Prakrit grammar Set^bhasa- 
eandrika, and also wrote commentaries on the Anargha- 
raghava, Prasamia-raghava and Oita-govinda. In 
the first of these commentaries it is said that after 
having led the life of a householder for a long time, he 
travelled to different countries and conquered all 
literary opponents, and then having renounced the 
cares of the world he became a sannydsin or yati 
with the name Ramananda or Raraanandasrama, 
under a guru called Krsnasrama. Laksmidhara (who 
is also sometimes called Laksmanabhatta or Laksma^a 
Sari) was patronised by Tirumalaraja, probably Tiru- 
mala I of the Vijayanagar dynasty*, to whom his 
Sruti-raHjam commentary on Jayadeva’s Glta-goidnda 
is sometimes attributed®. 

71. VALLABHA BHATTA 

Alamkdra-kaumudl{ed. Granthamala ii, 1889). 

A short treatise of very recent times, dealing 
with poetic figures, the illustrations being in praise 
of Rama. 

72. VASANTARAJA 

Ndtya-idstra 

The author is known as the king of KumSragiri 

1 El iii p. 238 Table. 

2 See Hultzsch 2112, pp. 203-5. See also Sg'S 

ii pp. 63-5, 67 ; Hultzsch iii pp. viii-ix. 
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and quoted by Kstayaveina as his patron The work 
is cited-by Kumarasvamin as vasanta-rajlya p. 178, 
by Mallinatha on '-^u ii 8 and by Sarvananda on 
Amarakosa^ , These -citations make it clear that this 
metrical work on dramaturgy can not be later than 
the 14th century. This Natya-aastra is also men- 
tioned in a commentary on' the -Southern recension of 
the ^ahuntala by Katayavema whoj is .discribed as 
a minister of king Vasantaraja of Kumaragiri. Tliis 
commentary proposes to follow the exposition of 
Vasantaraja’s Natya-saatra (IOC vii p. 1575-76). 

73. VITTHALESVARA or VITTHALA 

DlKSITA 

a. liUi-vj'tti-lakaaiM (Kielhorn, Central 
ProD. Cat. p. 104) 

b. Spigara-rasa-matiAana (Aufrecht i G61a, 
ii 158a, 230b, hi 137b). 

The author, also called Agnikumara, was the 
son of Vallabhacarya the famous religious reformer, 
and brother of Gopinatha, and father of seven sons, 
Giridhara, Raghunatha and others. He was born 
in 1515 A. H. For his other works, see Aufrecht 
i 572a, and b, I35a, 225a, hi 121a. 

74. VIDYARAMA 

Easa-dirghika (Peterson hi no. 336). 

75. Vl^VANATHA 

Sahttya-sudha-sindhu (Aufrecht ii 171a, 234a). 

This South Indian author, w^ho wrote in Benares, 


I Burnell 173 a. 


2 ii p, 3 a 
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was the son of Trimala or Trimalla Deva and grand- 
son of Ananta of Dharasura city on the Godavari. 
Stein’s Kashmirian MS ^ is dated in 1602 A.D.* He 
quotes at the beginning of his work from Mammata 
and Bhoja, and elsewhere cites Ca9.dldasa (probably 
the same as the commentator on Mammata) and 
Maliimabhatta. The work is in eight tarahgas. 
Visvanatha also wrote a drama called Mfgdnkalekha. 

76. VISVESVARA BHATTA 

a. Alaip,kdra-k<mstubha 

(ed. Kavyamala 66, 1898 ; Aufrecht i 31b, 
772b, ii 6a, 188a; Madras Cat. 12792-93) 

b. AlaTfihdra-muktdvaU (Aufrecht i 32a, ii 
6b, 188a iii 7b ; Madras Cat. 12792-3, 
extract) 

c. AlarpMra-kula-pradlpa (Aufrecht i 31b, 
ii 187b) 

d. Kavindra-karndbharoAia (ed. Kavyamala 
pt. 8, 1891) 

e. Rasorcandrika {Madras Cat. 12927 ; Stein 
63). 

The author was the son of Laksmidhara and was 
born in Alraoda, where his descendants still live. He 
flourished in the beginning of the 18th century and 

1 Jammu Cat. p. xxix. 

2 Stein speaks of a MS “transcribed from an auto- 
graph copy of the author. In the colophon referring to this 
original copy, which is added by another hand at the end 
of the Jammu MS, the date sarrivat 1659 (=3 A.D. 1602) can 
be made out with difficulty 
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died about its middle at the age of 34*. In the 
first work, the author refers to two dramas called 
Bfiigara-mmijarl {sattaka) and Jtukmim-parinaya 
by himself ; and the latest writers that he quotes 
appears to be Appayya Diksita and Jagannatha. He 
cites also Mallinatha (p. 69) as a commentator on 
Da^din (see above p. 73), Caijdidasa (pp. 125, 166), 
Mahesvara (p. 49, 111) who is probably the com- 
mentator on Mammata, cited as Nyayalamkara (p, 
82](, as well as a work called Kavya-dakini. The 
Nyayapancanana, so extensively quoted, is probably 
Jayarama Nyayapancanana, another commentator on 
Manamata. He gives the name of his elder brother as 
Umapati (p. 387). The second work of our author, 
as he himself says, was written as an easier and 
briefer manual for beginners, after his first more 
extensive work. The fourth work deals in four 
chapters with enigmatology and citrakavya (58 
varieties). The fifth work deals with the different 
classes of heroes and heroines, and their characteristics. 
Visvesvara was a scholiast of considerable activity 
and also wrote a commentary, called Vyangydrthor 
kcmmudi or SamaMjasdrtha on Bhanudatta’s Rolso- 
nmnjarl (see above p. 252). For his other works, 
see Aufrecht ii 139b. The KSvyamala editors (viii 
52) mention two other works Kdvya-tilaka and 
Kdoyorratna by VisveiSvara. 

77. VlSVE^VARA KAVICANDRA 

This author and his work are mentioned above p. 
243 fn. 


1 See Kavyamala pt. viii pp. 51-52 fn. 
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78. VISNUDASA 

a. Si§u-prahodha Alamkara {AFl 469) 

b. Kavirhautuka cited by himself iu chapter 
vii of the above work. 

The author was the sou of Madhava. The 
Florentine MS, referred to above, contains only 
chapters 6 and 7, which deal with artha-guiia and 
iabddlarpJcara respectively. 

79. VlRA ]SARAYA1)1A 

Sdhitya-cintdmani with a commentary 
(Aufrecht i 715b, also called ^ciiddmmd, 
Madras Cat. 12965-68, extract). 

According to the colophon, Vira NSrayaiia is the 
author ; but in the work itself he is in the vocative 
case and praised, as in the Pratapa-rudra. The 
alleged author seems to-be the same as the Reddi* 
prince Verna of Ko^davldu (end of the 14th and 
and beginning of the 15th century), the hero of the 
Vemabhupdla-carita or Virandrayana-carita^ of 
Abhinava Bhatta Ba 9 .a (ed. Srlva^I-vilasa Press).' 
There is also a reference to Pedakomati Vemabhufiala 
who is the same person. A commentary called 
^'pngdra-dlpikd on the Amaru’Sataka is attributed 
to VlranSrayaya (Aufrecht ii 141b) or VeinabhupSla 
(ibid i 609b). The Sdhitya-cintdmaifi consists of 
seven chapters which deal wifJi (1) dhvani (2) iabdd- 
rtha (3) dhvani-bheda (4) gwiilbhvJta-vyahgya (5) do^a 
(6) gutia (7) alai/pJcdra. Possibly this is the work 
cited under the name Sdhitya-cintdma/ni by KumSra- 
svSmin (p. 97) and in the Vftti-vdrttiha (p. 4). 


1 Burnell 162a; also see 58a. 
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80. VTRESVARA PAKPITA (BHATTl 

CARY A), aur named Sri vara 

Rasa-raindvaU {IOC 1257). 

This Vires vara is the son of Laksmafl.a and father 
of Ve^idatta, the last of whom, besides being the 
author of the Alarpkara-cmidrddaya, wrote a com- 
mentary on Bhanu’s Rasa-tarangitii (see above p. 
253). The present work quotes Rudrabhatta’s 
^fngara-tilaka, and is limited chiefly to §fhgara-rasa 
and treatment of the ndyikas. 

81. VECARAMA NYAYALANKARA 

Kavya-ratndkar a 

The author was a Bengal writer, son of Rajarama. 
He mentions this work in his Anandortaranginl, 
which is an itinerary from Candannagar to Benares 
(Mitra 305). He also wrote a work on jyotiya, and 
is probably identical with VecSrSma, who wrote a 
commentary on Devesvara’s Kavi-kalpalata (see above 
p. 214). 

82. VENKATA NARAYANA DlKSITA 
iSpiigara-sara {Madras Cat. 12958-9, extract). 

The author, son of KSmesvara Vaidika of the 
Godavarti family and LaksmI, refers in this work to 
his larger Sf^ara-sardvall for fuller treatment. The 
present work consists of six ullasas dealing with (l) 
kdvya-avarupa (2) myaka-nayihorlakya/mrvibhdga (3) 
ndyakddirsaMyornirupwm (4) rasa-bhaoa-svarupa 
(5) caturmdha-Srngara (6) dasarupaka-svarupa. The 
author is said to have composed works jn eight 
languages. 
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83. VEJs^KA'rlCARYA, surnamed Tark&lam- 

kara Vagisvara 

Alai}%kararkaustuh}ia Z\h, iii 7b; 

Madras Trm B 319a; Madras Cat. 12785-89). 

This writer, son of Annayacarya Diksita of 
Tirurnala Bukkapatp.ain, should be distinguished from 
the poet Veiiktaearya (author of the Visvagutiddaria) 
who was the son of Raghunatha and grandson of 
Appayya. For his other works, see Aufrecht i 600a. 

84. VENKAPAYYA PRADHANA 

Alaip.km'a-mani-darpana (Rice 280). 

8G. VENlDATTA ^ ARM AN, TARKA- 

VAGl^A BHATTACARYA, surnamed 
^rlvara 

AlamlcMra-candrddaya {IOC 235). 

This author, son of Vires vara (q.v.) also wrote a 
commentary on Bhiinudatta’s Basa-taraiigim (q.v.). 
His genealogy is given thus : Mahidhara (a inantrika 
of KasIpati)->-Kalya^a— >>Laksmana— ►Vlresvara, He 
had the surname ^rivara and belonged to nagacchatror 
dhnra-dwjdttama-kula. The Alamhara-candrddaya 
is in fi ullasas dealing with (1) kavya-svarupa (2) 
kavya-vibhaga (3) dosa (4) guna (5) alamkara and 
and (0) upama. 

86. SANKHA, SANKHADHARA or 
^Al^KHACtXPA (.sometimes called 
^ANKARA 

Kavi-harpatl 

(Aufrecht i 86b, 777b, ii 6b, iii 18b. Ed. 
Durbhanga 1892) 
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The word kavi-karpafi means “ the ragged cloth 
of a poet,” and the work is a strange effort at supply- 
ing a profuse stock of expressions which may be 
of use in poetic compositions for ideas of frequent 
occurrence. Various ways of expressing one and the 
same thought are indicated to suit various metres. 
The author, who also wrote tlie Latakamelaka-praha,- 
sana (ed. Kavyainala 20, 1889), was the court-poet 
of mafirnnamlalikadhiraja Govinda-nrpati, king of 
Kanyakubja, and wrote in the first half of the 12th 
century (about 1113-1143 A.D.). His verses are 
quoted in the anthologies of Sarhgadhara (nos. 155, 
3632) and Jalhapa, and in the Hahitya-darpmm {ad 
iii 219 p. 176, gv.ror girah pa^a, anonymously). The 
verse cited under Karpatika in Ksemendra’s Aucitya- 
vicara (under si 15) is attributed to Matrgupta by 
Kalhapa (iii 181) and in the Snhhmita,vall^ (3181). 

87. SaTAKARNI 

cited as a writer on Dramaturgy (on sutra- 
dhara) by Sankara in his commentary on 
SaktmiaJa.^ . 

88. gAMBHUNATHA 
Alarrikarorlaksaiin (Aufrecht iii 7b). 

80. Santaraja 

Ala'tp.kara-cintamani {Madras Trm A 1). 

The author, who probably belonged to the 18th 
century, was the son of Padmapai^^ita. 

1 See Peterson’s paper on Aucitya-vicara, 1885, p. 21. 

2 ABod Mention is also made of an anonymous 

work Kavi-kantha-hara, 



318 


SANSKRIT POBTIOS 


90. SIVARAMA TRIPATHIN 

a. Basa-ratna-hcira and its commentary 
hah^l-vih&ra (ed. KavyamSl$ pt. 6, 1890 
pp. 118-140 ; Aufrecht i 496, ii 116a and b, 
iii 106a) 

b. AlarpJedkrct/'samudgaha, cited at the end of 
his Ravoif^puravadha, where he gives a 
list of his own 34 works. 

For the author, son of Krs^rama and grandson 
of Trilokacandra, and brother of Qovindarama, 
Mukundarama and KeiSavarS>ma, see JAOS xxiv . 57- 
63. He appears to be a comparatively recent writer, 
quoting Paribha^Sn(hi-aekha/ra, which alone will 
suffice to place him in the beginning of the 18th 
century. He is identical with the commentator on 
the Vmavadattd, (see ed. Bibl. Ind.) ; for in this 
commentary he refers to his BasorTXttna-hara pp. 4, 
9, 193, 206, 207. This work, in 100 stanzas, deals 
with the characteristics of rasa and rMyaha-nayikS,, 
and quotes extensively Bhftnudatta and Da6ar^/paka. 
For his other works, see Aufrecht i 652b, ii 155b ; 
also Stein Jammu Cat. p. 292, He also appears 
to have written a commentary {Vi^ama-paM) on 
Mammata (see Kielhorn, Central Prov. Qoit, p. 104) 
and a work on metrics called Kavya-laJe^i-praJmia. 

91. SOBHAKARAMITRA 

Alavp^ara-^'atndhara 

(Biihler Kasmir Bep. App. p. oxxviii : 
Peterson ip. 12, extract 77-81) 

The author was the son of TraysSvararaitra. The, 
poet YaiSaskara of Kashmir extracted the sutras from 



MINOR WRITERS ON ALAMKARA 


319 


this work and wrote his Devl-atotra for the purpose 
of illustrating them. These sutras will be found 

O 

given in Peterson, loc. cit. See above p. 279. 
Aufrecht i 32a, ii 6b. Tlie date of Sobhakara is not 
known, but from the definitions of ala/ijikaras given, 
he appears to be a comparatively recent writer, 
considerably later than Ruyyaka, But as he is 
quoted by Jagann3,tha (p. 202 = sutra 11) and pre- 
sumably by Appayya, he is earlier than the end of 
the 16th century. 

92. SRlKANTHA 

Basorkaumvdi (Aufrecht i 494a ; the MS 
was copied in sa/ijhvat 1652) 

93. ^RlKARA MigRA 

Almrikmra-tilaka (Aufrecht i 32a). 

94. SRINIVASA DlKSITA 

a. Alam,kS,rarkaustubha (Aufrecht i 31b) 

b. Kavyordarpatia (Rice 282) 

c. Kmya-saflra-smrigraha (Aufrecht i 102b; 
SCO vii 19) 

d. SAhitya-svk^a-siwcmi (Rice 244). 

This author may be identical with Ratnakheta 
Srinivasa, father of RSjacti4ama^i Dlk^ita (q.v.). If 
this were so, then the Kmya-darpmia above is the 
work of his son bearing the same title (see above p. 
321), mistakenly entered here in most catalogues. He is 
cited by Vei^katScftrya (q.v.). As the first verse of tlie 
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third work shows, it is in three parts (1) kavya-laksapa- 
samgraha (2) var^a-samgraha and (2) subhSsita- 
samgraha. It quotes the Kmya-prakasa. 

95. SAMARAJA DlKSITA 

^rngardmrta-laharl 

(ed. Kavyamala pt. 14; Aufrecht i 661b, ii 
158a, 230b, iii 137b; Madras Oat. 12961). 

The author, also called ^yamarSja, was the son 
of Narahari Bindupurandara, and wrote also Tripura- 
sundarl-manasa-pi^ana-stotra (ed. KavyamSla pt. 9) 
and other poems. He lived in Mathura, where his 
descendants still flourish, at the latter part of the 
17th century. His son KSmaraja, whose S^f^gdra- 
knlikd-kdvya is published in Kavyamala pt. 14, was 
also a poet ; while his grandson Vrajaraja and his 
great-grandson Jivaraja wrote commentaries on the 
S,asa-mcmjarl and S,asa-tarahgml of Bhanudatta 
respectively (q.v.). The present work deals with 
rasa, especially sv^gdra, after Bhanudatta Our 
author wrote his drama St^iddma carita in 1681 
A.D. for the Bundela- prince Anandaraya. KamarSja 
also appears to have written a KdvySndu-praTc^a, 
which is apparently the same work as entered 
anonymously in Bhandarkar, Rep. 1887-91, no. 601. 

96. SUKHADEVA MI^RA 
Sf^gdra-latd (Aufrecht i 661a). 

A ftA««a-work, called Rasdrwxva, by Sukhadeva. 
is mentioned in Peterson iv no. 770 (App. p. 29). 
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97. SUKHALALA 

Alaip.karormanjO'ri {AFl 213). 

The author, pupil of Gahgesa Misra aud his sou 
Haripras^a (q.v.), professes to follow the karik&s oi 
Jayadeva. Aufrecht thinks he must have flourished 
about 1740 A.D. The work begins with upama and 
takes up rupaha, parirmma, smrttmcin, bhrantiman, 
mndeha, utpreksa, where the MS breaks off. A 
kdivya called §r>^ara-mMa, composed in 1745, by. 
Sukhalala, son ol Baburaya Misra, is entered in Stein 
75. 

98. SUDHAKARA PUN^ARlKA YAJIN 
Sfhgarorsarddadhi (Aufrecht iii 137b). 

99. SUDHINDRA YOGIN 
Ala/ifikara-nihx^a (^Madras Oat. 12676, ex- 
tract). 

It is a short work on arthhlaiukara. The colo- 
phon gives the author’s name as above ; but in the 
work it is said that the author, following the views 
of ancient and modern authorities on the subject, deals 
with and illustrates the arthdlarnkaras by means of 
examples eulogising the virtues of Sudhindra Yogiu 
who is made out to be a follower of the Madhava 
sect. He is probably the same as Sudhindra Yati, 
pupil of Vijayendra Yati, who wrote the Madhu-dhara 
commentary on Trimalla Bhatta's (q.v.) dtcMpkara- 
mc^ctri (Burnell 57a). The AlcMjikara^ni^r^a by 
Sudhendra in Oppert 4797 is probably this work. 
A drama called SubhadrS-pari^a^a is attributed to 
41 
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Sudhindra Yati in Madras Oad. xxi uo. 12729 and 
a drama called Subhadra-dhanahjaya to Yijaycndra 
Yati in ibid no. 12728. 

100. SUNDARA MlSRA 
Na^ya-pradlpa (Aufrecht i 284b, 79 la). 

The work is dated in 1613 A.D. It cited by 
RSghavabhatta on ^akuntala (ed. N. S. P. 1886, p. 6). 
This work repeats verbatim a large portion of the 
Haiarupaka (see pref. to Hall’s ed.). Tn the work itself 
the Sahitya-darpana is referred to. The author is 
probably the same as Sundara Misrs wh/) wrote the 
Abhiramdmanirnataka in 7 acts in 1599 A. D. 
{ABod 137b- 138a: Kielhorn Central Prov. p. 68 : 
Wilson ii p. 395). 

101. SOMANARYA 

Ndiyorcuddmcmi {Madras Cat. 12998, with 
Telegu commentary). 

This is a work on mimic, dancing and music. The 
author is described as one famous fur ay(dvadh&na 
attention to eight things at a time). 

102. HARIDASA 

Prastdva-ratndkara (Weber 827 ; Aufrecht 
i 360a, ii 212a iii 77a). 

The author was the son of Purugottama of the 
KS’rapa family, and the work is a metrical oompilatiou 
dealing with k^a, samoisyd and enigmatic .oomposaticm 
in general, as well as miscellaneous subjects inoladiiiig 
rvUi^jyiotiyd.QiG. It was compiled in 1557 A.1) 
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108. HARIPRASIDA 

a. KS^vydrthorguriipha (Aufrecht ii 20b) 

1). KdvyMoka (Aufrecht i 103a, extract in 
Peterson iii p. 356-7). 

The second work iu seven prakMas is dated in 
1734= 1728 A.D. A MS of the first work 
bears the date 1775 which is possibly the date also of 
its composition. He is also the author of a work on 
accbra (mUsddi-nirupana), see Peterson iv p. cxxxvii. 
One Kdvydloka is cited by Appayya in his Citra- 
nmnmtisa ; but this must have been an earlier work, 
The Kdvydloku cited by Kumarasvamin p. 73 refers 
the Dhvanydloka (p. 221), and is not, as supposed by 
Haricand Ssstri (p. 27, no. 234) a reference to the 
present work. The author was the son of M&thura 
MUra GafigeiSa. 

104. HARIHARA 

a. S^ngara-/)hedar'pr<xdipa{'Q\xrt\e\\ 59a) 

b. Bindvalamkara, cited in the Ekdvali p. 242. 

One Harihara is referred to in the HkdvaU p. 19 

as having received amazing wealth from king Arjuna, 
who is supposed by Bhandarkar and TrivedI (see 
above p. 227) to be identical with Arjunavarman of 
Mslava, whose earliest and latest known dates are 
1211 and 1216 A.D. If this Harihara be our author, 
then his date will be the first quarter of the 1 3th 
century. 

105. HALADHARA RATHA 

Kdvyortattva-vic&ra 

(H. P. Sastn's Report, 1895-1900, p. U). 
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{ 2 ) 

ANONYMOUS WORKS 

We give below some notable minor works on 
Alamkara, of which the names of the authors are 
unknown : — 

1. Alamkara-karika. Aufrecht i 31b, 

2. Alamkara-kaumudl-vyakkya Madras Cat 12784. Neither 
the name of the author of the original treatise nor that of 
the commentary is given. It treats of the poetic figures. 

3. ALamkara-candrika. Rice 284 (Aufrecht i 32). 

4. Alamkara-darpana in Prakrit, consisting of 134 ^lokas 
devoted to% the treatment of poetic figures. Monaisher, Bert 
Akad. 1874, 282. 

5. Alamkara-prakarana, SgS i no. 52. 

6. Alamkara-prakak*ka. Madras Cat. 12791. It deals 
with the poetic figures and quotes from the Kavya-prakasa. 

7. Alamkara-maynkka. Oppert 1754 (Aufrecht i 32). 

8. Alamkara-vaddrtha on the Sahitya-darpana. HPS i 12. 

9. AlamkHra-samgraha. Madras Cat, 12795. enumer- 
ates and classifies the various poetic figures. 

lb. Alamkara-sarvasva. Madras Cat, 12798. The 
author says that his teacher composed a work on Alainkara 
in praise of king Gopaladeva. It is a treatise on the general 
topics of Alainkara, but the MS is incomplete, breaking off 
with the guna-prakarana, 

11. Alamkardnukramanika, Oppert 5489 (Aufrecht i 

32b). 

12. Ala)n,kare‘8vara, cited by Sivarama on Vasavadatta 
p. 4. 

13. Kavi-kanlha-pasa. See above p. 392. Madras 
12802. 

14. Kavi-kdpalatika. Burnell 54a. 

I s. Kavya-kalapa. Aufrecht i loob. 
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16. Kavya-kaustubha. Oppert ii 3616 (Aufrecht i loia).. 

17. Kavya-kaumuM, Mitra 2044 (Aufrecht i loia). Is 
it the same as Kavya-kaumudl by Ratnabhu§ana. 

18. Kavya-dlpika. Oppert 541,636; Madras Cat. 12815. 
A compilation for beginners. Probably the same as Kanti- 
candra's Kavya-dlpika (see p. 287). 

19. Kavya-pariccheda. Oppert ii 8727. 

20. Kavya-ratna. Oppert ii 6237. See above p. 264. 

21. Kavyadaksana. Madras Cat, 12829. It is based on 
the kartkas of Kdvya-prakUa, but adds a section on drama- 
turgy (cf. Oppert 1793 and ii 6238). 

22. Kdvya-lak^ana-vicdra. Madras Cat. 12979. A com- 
paratively modern work on the general topics of AlamkSra, 
citing the Citra-mlmdrihsd and the Rasa-gangddhara. 

23. Kdvyamrtadaraiigi't^ or Kdvyaprakdha-kha^ana. 
Mitra 2674 (Aufrecht i 103a). The MS goes up to the 7th 
uUdsa, 

24. Kdvydpadesa^ cited by Hemadri on Raghu (Aufrecht 
i 103a). 

25. Dasarupaka vivarana. Madras Cat. 12892. This 
work is not a commentary on the Damrnpaka^ but a short 
treatise, mostly in the nature of a compilation, explaining 
the characteristics of dramatic composition. It may have 
formed the »5/^2^<^-section of some comprehensive work on 
Poetics. 

26. NUaka-ratna-kosa^ cited by Rayamuku^a and Bhanuji. 
ABod 182b. 

27. Natakdvatdrat mentioned by Mohanadasa. ABod 
142a. 

28. Ndtya-dafpana, cited by Rahganatha on Vtkrambtvah% 
(ed. N. S. P. 1914, p. 7) and Bharata-mallika on Bha((i xiv 3 
See p, 308, na 67 above. 

29. Rasadialikdt cited by Vasudeva on KarpUramahj^ 
(Aufrecht i 494a)* 

30. Rasa^kaumudl. Peterson v no. 4i4< 
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31. Rasa-gandha. Rice 286 (Aufrecht i 494b). 

32. Rasa-gandhara. Aufrecht i 494b (may be a mistake 
for Rasa-gangadhara of JagannStha). 

33. Rasa-ratndkara, citeA hy MdAWn^thSi on Kirata ix 71 
and on Megkaduta (ed. Nandargikar, 1894, pp. 64, 67, 85,91). 
Aufrecht i 496a (commentary by -Hrdayarama Misra). An 
anonymou.s Rasa-ratna-koaa is mentioned in Aufrecht i 49Sb 
but it may be Kumbha’s work of the same name (see p. 288). 

34. Rasa-bindu and Rasi'imrta-sindhu. Kathvate no. 703 
and 707- 

35. Rasaoiveka. Madras Trm C 589. K'f Oppert 

5144)- 

36. Rasa-samuccaya. Aufrecht i 496b. 

37. Rasa-sagara, cited by Mallinatha on Siau xv 89. 

38. Rasa-sudhtlkara, cited by Mallinatha on Ragku vi 12. 
Is it RasArnava-sudhakara of ^ingabhupala which Mallinatha 
cites in his com. on Kumara ? 

39. RasAkara, cited by Mallinatha on Megkaduta (ed. 
ibid, p. 87, 97). 

40. Rasika-sarvasva, cited by Narayana on Glta-govinda 
V 2. 

41. Rakasya, probably an abbreviation of some more 
definite title, cited by Mallinatha on Kirata iii 60, xiv 40, on 
Aim xiii 10. 

42. S'ngara-kaustubka. Rice 288 (Aufrecht i 660b). 

43. Singara-candrbdaya, cited in Prastava-cintamani. 
Weber i p. 229. 

A- 'hgara-tarafigiryi: Oppert 2465: Rice 288 ( = 

Aufrecht i 660b). 

45. A^gara-pavana. Oppert 5766 (Aufrecht 66ia). 

46. Sritgara-malijaf^. Aufrecht i 66ra. 

47. Sr^gara-vidki. Oppert 5680 (Aufrecht i 66ia). 

48. SfngSrddi-^asa. Mitra 606. 

It is not always clear, from the citations or des- 
criptions in the catalogues, whether some of the 
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works on rasa and ir^gara noted here are really 
works on Poetics or partake of the nature of an 
erotic Mvya. But care has been taken to exclude 
the latter wherever possible. 

Among very recent publications (in Sanskrit) on 
Poetics, produced late in the 19th century, may be 
mentioned ; 

(1) Alamkara-muktAvali by Ramasudhisvara, son of 
N fsimha. (ed. with comm. RatnakobhUkara by Kfsna suri. 
Vizagapatam 1897, 1898). 

(2) Alamkara-sUtra by Candrakanta Tarkalaiukara, a 
Bengal Pandit who lived within living memory. (Publ. Cal- 
aitta 1899). 

(3) Yakovanta-yako-bhv^ana by Pandit Kamakarna in 
praise of the native prince of Rajaputana of that name. (Publ. 
Godhapur 1897). 

(4) Ak^kara-n^a'ni-hara by ^rlki^ija Brahmacarin. 



XXX CONCLUSl()]\^ 


( 1 ) 

All attempt has been made iu the toregoiug 
pages not only to indicate the diversity as well as 
immensity of Sanskrit Alamkara literature, but also 
to settle its relative chronology as a workable basis 
for an historical treatment. If we leave aside its 
unknown beginnings and Bharata, the historic 
period of its growth covers broadly a thousand years 
from 800 to 1800 and is marked a speculative 

activity, surprising alike for its magnitude and 
its minuteness. This activity in its early stage 
centres round Kashmir, to which place belong most of 
the famous and original writers on Poetics. We do not 
indeed know the place of origin of the two earliest 
writers, Bharata and Bhamaha, but immediately 
after them we find Vamana, Udbhata, Rudrafa, 
Mukula, Anandavardhana, Lollafa, Bhatta Nayaka, 
Abhinavagupta, Ksemendra, Ku^tala, Mammafa 
and Ruyyaka flourishing in Kashmir. The only 
important exception is found in Daijidin who was 
probably a South Indian writer. Coming to 
later times we find the study extending itself to 
Central India, Guzerat, the Dekkan and even Bengal. 
In ' South India, no doubt, this study was kept alive 
by a succession of brilliant, if not very original, 
writers : but these contributions of later times, 
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though greater in bulk and sometimes superior in 
a certain acuteness, never supersede the volume of 
original work done in Kashmir, which may be fittingly 
regarded as the home-land, if not the birthplace, of 
the Alamkara-sastra. The writers of Central India, 
Guzerat, the Dekkan and Bengal only carry on the 
tradition, as well as acknowledge the authority, 
of the Kashmirian originators of the science. 


( 2 ) 

Although our history covers a period of more 
than a thousand years, it is yet marked by several 
well-defined stages. With the date of Ananda- 
vardhana, we arrive for the first time at a distinct 
landmark in its chronology as well as its history ; 
and we may take it as the central point from which 
we may proceed backwards and forwards, although 
the system of Anandavardhana itself was raised 
Co almost exclusive recognition by the classical work 
of Mammafa. The mutual relation of this system 
to the other systems flourishing before and after 
Anandavardhana furnishes the best and safest 
criterion for the orientation of the divergent streams 
of thoughts and tendencies, which gather together 
in one clear, dominant and finally authoritative 
doctrine in Mammafa. Indeed, one of the obvious 
objects of Anandavardhana’s work was not only to 
fix the new principle of dhvani in poetry, but also 
to work up and rationalise into a synthetic and 
comprehensive system the already accumulated 
42 
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ideas, elaborated by previous tUmJcers but flowing 
through different channels in the respective systems 
of BhSmaha, Vamana and the post-Bharata 
dramaturgic rasa-writers ; while Mamiuata gathered 
the results up and uttered them in the convenient 
and concise form of a systematic text-book. 

( ) 

Although in Bhainaha’s Kmydlmiikoira, the 
earliest known work on Poetics, we meet for the 
first time with a more or less systematic scheme 
of Poetics, there is enough evidence to show that 
it must have been preceded by a period, covering 
perhaps several centuries, of unknown beginnings. 
All that we know of this period consists of glimpses 
of rhetorical speculations, such as we may find in 
Bharata, in the recorded opinions of (or stray refer- 
ences to) pre-Bhamaha writers like Medhavin, or 
in such treatises on Alamkara as was presumably 
utilised by the teu^a-poets in general and by Bhatti 
in particular. This period begins with the enumera- 
tion and definition of only four poetic figures, ten 
gwtMs and ten dosois, but ends with the elaborate 
characterisation of thirty-eight independent figures 
in Bhatti. But what is important to note in this 
period is Bharata’s more or less elaborate ex- 
position of Dramaturgy, Rnd incidentally of rasa, 
which element however, is conejidered, not in relation 
to Poetry and Poetics, but in connexion with Drama 
and Dramaturgy. 
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This is followed by a comparatively brief but 
important period of extraordinary fertility and 
creative orenius, be;Tjinning with Bhamaha and ending 
with Anandavardhana, in which we find most of 
the fundamental problems ol Sanskrit Poetics 
discussed and settled in their general outlines. We 
have, on the one hand, BhRmaha, Udbhata and 
Rudrata, devoting themselves to the consideration 
of those decorative devices of poetic expression 
known as alanikaras (poetic figures), and confining 
themselves chiefiy to an external art or theory of 
adornment, from which the .science itself takes its 
name and its original tradition. Da^idin and 
Vamana, on the other hand, emphasise in poetry 
the objective beauty of representation realised by 
means of what they call marga or riti ( roughly 
‘diction’) and its constituent excellences, the ten 
gmias. Both these systems, which emphasise 
respectively the elements of alamkm'a and nti in 
poetry, content themselves with the working out 
of the outward forms of expression, the advantages of 
which were considered sufficient for poetry. They 
point out the faults to be avoided and the excellences 
to be attained, and describe the poetical embellish- 
ments which should enhance its beauty, insomuch 
so that the whole discipline came Jio receive the 
significant designation of Alamkara-sftstra or the 
Science of 'Poetical Embellishment. 

Side by side with these early writers, however, 
we have the commentators on Bharata (like Lollata, 
dafikuka and others) who were bringing into 
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prominence the aesthetic importance of rasa, the 
consideration of the moods, sentiments and feelings, 
which we find reacting upon and influencing even the 
theorists of rival persuasion (e.g. Da]j.din, Udbhata, 
Vamana and Rudrafa) who betray themselves more 
and more alive to the significance of this element 
in poetry. But the discussion of rasa appears to 
have been, so far, confined chiefly to tlie sphere 
of the dramatic art, and its bearings on poetry were 
not fully realised until the Dhvanikara and Ananda- 
vardhana had come into the field. 

These new theorists, headed by Anandavardhana, 
maintain that no system of Poetics, like no system 
of Dramaturgy, can entirely ignore the moods, 
feelings and sentiments, as essential factors in poetry, 
and must therefore find an important place for rasa 
in its scheme. What was thus already established 
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Mammata was taken up in settling precisely the 
the details of the new system, which was raised to 
almost exclusive recognition by the final text-book 
of Mammata. Its success was so complete that the 
new concept of dhvani was unquestionably accepted 
by most later writers, and the systems which emerged 
after Mammata could no longer be strictly regarded 
as entirely independent systems. 

( 4 ) 

But a new theory, however systematic or com- 
prehensive, is never accepted without some opposition. 
Ananda’s system, no doubt, absorl)ed and overshadowed 
in course of time all the earlier systems ; l)Ut in the 
interval between Anandavardhana and Mammata, 
while it was still striving for supremacy, we find a 
few vigorous but short-lived reactionary movements 
which refused to accept Anandavardhana’s new inter- 
pretation. Thus we have Kuutala who strove to 
.make Bhamalia’s concept of vakrokti elaborate and 
comprehensive enough to include the new ideas, 
Bhatta Nay aka who raised his voice on behalf of 
the rasa-systems against their acceptance, and 
Mahimabhatta who attempted to settle the new 
concept of dlioani with the technical process of 
logical inference. All these writers, however, do 
not deny the newly established doctrine of dhvatii, 
but they try to explain it in terms of already re- 
cognised ideas. In spite of these non -conformist schools, 
however, whose feeble opposition langqished for want 
of support even in the time of Mammata, the system 
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of Poetics, as rinally outlined by Anandavardhana 
and worked out in detail by Manamata and his follow- 
ers, was established without question in almost all 
writings from the 12th century downwards. Here 
and there we have some surviving exponents of some 
ohi tradition, like the Vagbhatas or the followers 
of Bhqja, as well as specialised departments which 
stood apart like the school of kaviSik^a-writQTB or 
the erotic rcwa-writers ; but in the main, the creative 
days of the science were over, and no new theory 
forthcoming, the system of Anandavardhana, as re- 
presented by Maminata, reigned supreme, even 
influencing, to an obvious extent, gthe writers who 
would pretend to stand apart. 

( 5 ) 

These considerations, which will become clearer 
as we proceed in our study of details in the next 
volume, will enable us to fix the rough outlines of 
the history of Sanskrit Poetics and divide it, for‘ 
convenience of treatment, into several periods in 
conformity to chronology and the stages of develop- 
ment through which its doctrines passed. The dim 
beginnings of the science, like the beginnings of most 
other departments of Indian speculation, are hidden 
from us, until it issues forth in the works of Bharata 
and BhSmaha in a more or less self-conscious form. 
Then starts a period, ending with Anandavardhana, 
which may be characterised as the most creative 
stage in its history, a stage in which the dogmas 
and doctrines of the different systems were formulated 
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and settled in their general outlines, giving us at 
least four different systems which emphasise respect- 
ively the theories of rasa, of alarfikara, of -nti and 
of dhvani in poetry. To this period belong Bhamaha, 
Udbhata and Rudrata, Da^din and VSmana, the 
commentators on Bharata (Lollata, ^ahkuka and 
others), the Agni-purdna, and lastly, the DhvanikSra 
and Anandavardhana. Between Anandavardhana and 
Mammata, we have a third definitive period which 
ends with the ultimate standardisation of a complete 
scheme of Poeticss, with the dhvani-iheory in its 
centre, in which the divergent gleams of earlier 
speculations are harmonised into a focus, and which 
finds itself finally set forth in a well-defined and 
precise form in the text-book of Mammata. To this 
period also belong the reactionary theorists, like 
Kuntala and Mahirnabhatta, as well as Bhoja who 
carries on the tradition of the Agni-pura/ta, and 
Dhananjaya who writes on Dramaturgy. The 
period which follows this is necessarily a scholastic 
period of critical elaboration, the chief work of which 
consists in summarising and setting forth iii a system- 
atic form (generally after Mammata) the results of 
these final speculations, and also in indulging in fine 
distinctions and hair-splitting refinements on minute 
questions. This stage, therefore, is marked by great 
scholastic actimen, if not by remarkable originality 
or creative genius ; but at the same time it denotes 
a progressive deterioration of the study itself. The 
branching-off of some specialised and practical groups 
of writers from the main stem is to be explained as 
due rather to this degenerate spirit of the times 
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than to Huy real split in the doiuaiu of poetic theory 
or to any desire for independent thinking. It is also 
the age of numberless commentators, and comment- 
ators on commentators, who busied themselves with 
the hardly inspiring task of explanation, of expansion 
or restriction of the already established rules. We 
have also now a number of popular writers who 
wanted to simplify the science for general enlighten- 
ment, the lowest stage being reached when we come 
to the manuals and school-books of quite recent 
times. 


( 6 ) 

We may, therefore, conclude here by broadly 
indicating the bearings of the chronological results 
of this volume on our study-iu general, in the light 
of which (as well as in the light of what follows in 
the next volume) we may tentatively put forward a 
rough division of the different periods of our history • 
noting the different groups of writers comprised in 
them, with a view to facilitate the study of the pro- 
blems which will confront us in the next volume : 

I. From the unknown Beginnings to Bhamaha. 
(Formative Stage). 

II. From BhSmaha to Anandavardhana. Circa 
middle of the 7th to the middle of the 9th 
century. (Creative Stage). 

(1) Bhamaha,, Udbhafa and Rudra^a 

(ato^Aara-theory) 

(2) Daqidin and Vamana (rl^i-theory) 
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(3) Liollata, Saukuka, Bhatta Nay aka 

and others (rasa-theory) 

(4) The A-gni-purana 

(5) The Dhvanikara and Auandavardhana 

(dAoarai-theory). 

III. From Anandavardhana to Mammata. Circa 

middle of the 9th to the middle of the 11th 
century. (Definitive Stage). 

(1) Abhinavagupta 

(2) Kuntala 

(3) Mahiinabhatta 

(4) Rudrabhatta and Dhananjaya 

(5) Bhoja. 

IV. From Mammafa to Jagannatha. Circa 

middle of the 11th to the 18th century. 
(Scholastic Stage). 

(1) Mammata, Ruyyaka and Visvanatha 

(including Hemacandra, Vidya- 
dhara, Vidyanatha, Jayadeva, 
Appayya and others) 

(2) The VSgbhatas 

(3) The writers on rasa, especially 

ifhgara : Saradatanaya, Sihga- 

bhupala, Bhanudatta, Rupa 
Gosv&min and others. 

(4) The writers on kavi-Hk^a : Raja- 

sekhara, Ksemendra, Arisimha and 
Amaracandra; Devesvara and 
others. 

(5) JagaunStha. 


43 



338 


SANSKRIT POKTICS 


( 7 ) 

Looking at the question from another point of 
view, we may classify the systems of Poetics broadly 
into (1) Pre-dhvani (2) Dhvani and (3) Post-dhvani sys- 
tems, taking the dAcawi-theoi'y as the central land- 
mark. In the Pre-dhvani group, we include all 
writers (flourishing before Auandavardhana), mentioned 
in groups I and II above, witli the exception of the 
Dhvanikara and Anandavardhana, with whose names 
the Dhvani-system is associated. In the Post-dhvani 
systems may be comprised the followers of the 
Dhvani-system from Mammafa to Jagarmatha, to- 
gether with reactionary or unorthodox authors like 
Kuntala or Mahirnabhatta, as well as the writers on 
Hangar a and on kavv-»ihm. On the other hand, the 
systems of Poetics have been grouped, on the basis 
of the particular theory emphasised by a particular 
group of writers, into (l) the Rasa School (2) the 
Alarakara School (3) the Riti School and (4) the 
Dhvani SehooP. The convenience of this classifica- 

I Sovani in Bhandarkar Commemoration Voiume pp. 
387!. Reliance has been placed on Ruyyaka’s review of 
previous opinions and Samudrabandha’s classification. But 
Ruyyaka only takes the concept of dhvani or pratiyamana 
attha as the starting point and considers how far it was 
accepted, explicitly or implicitly, by his predecessors. Samudra- 
bandha, commenting on this passage, speaks of five pak^as 
or theses, including the t/Az/awf-theory (which he calls the 
last pakna) with which his author identifies himself. His class- 
ification is based upon the conventional theory that poetry 
consists of a “ special ” disposition of word and its sense 
(viaiqta aabda and artha). This speciality, in his opinion, 
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tion is obvious, but it is doubtful whether we may 
safely apply the term Schoor' to indicate aflSliation 
to a particular system of opinion^ when we consider 
that one has to admit a great deal of mutual and (to 
a certain extent) inevitable contamination of the 
different schools which makes the existence of any 
j)articular school hy almost impossible. Thus 

the Dhvani School’’ admits rasa and alarrikara 
important factors of poetry, which are thus not ex- 
clusively monopolised by the so-called Alamkara and 
Rasa Schools. It is doubtful, again, if a Rasa School, 
properly so-called was at all founded by Bharata, 
who is taken as its original exponent, or a similar 
Alamkara School hy Bhamaha. All that we can 

may be realised by putting emphasis on XhQxr {i) dharma 
inherent characteristic) ( 2) (operation) and {'i)vyangya 

(suggestiveness). In the first case, the dharma may proceed 
(tom alamkara guaa rlH). In the second case, the 
vyapara may consist of bhaniil-prakara or bhoglkarana. 
Thus we get five standpoints associated respectively with 
the names of Udbhata, Vamana, Kuntala, Bhat^a Nayaka 
and Anandavardhana. fhis classification, though very signi- 
ficant, is obviously overlapping and historically incorrect 
The vyafijana^ it may be objected, which is taken as one of 
the bases of differentiation, is admittedly ^s much a vyapara as 
bhaniti postulated by Kuntala. Besides, Kuntala, as a matter of 
fact, developes Bhamaha^s idea of vakrbkti as bhaniti-vaicitrya^ 
and therefore may be properly included among those who put 
emphasis on alamkara. Similarly Bhatta Nayaka describes 
bhoga as a peculiar function {dharma) or process by which 
rasa is said to be realised ; and therefore he is in reality an 
exponent of the mj^-theory as an interpreter of Bharata's 
dictum. 
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say is that Bharata and Bhamaha laid stress on 
the elements of ram and ala^xkara which became 
in course of time established ideas in the realm of 
Poetics. As a rule, each great writer who puts 
forward, consciously or unconsciously, a new theory, 
takes over from his predecessors those ideas which 
have stood the test of criticism and which he can com- 
bine in a self-consistent system of his own. In this 
way, really valuable ideas have been generally adopt- 
ed, although sometimes other ideas, perhaps of the 
same author, have by common consent been rejected. 
This is illustrated by the case of the Varkdkti-jlvita- 
kfira, whose theory of vahrdkii was universally re- 
jected, although the main principle for which he 
was contending is accepted by Ruyyaka and others. 
It is not maintained here that the history of Sanskrit 
Poetics consists of only one stream of development, 
and that within it we have ima’c currents and counter- 
currents. The latter were indeed very important, 
hut they never succeeded in forming into separate 
rivers; and the different cliannels originating inde- 
pendently or breaking away from the main course 
ultimately unite into one dominant and clear stream.' 



ADDITIONS AND CORRECTIONS 

P. 2, fn 2 at p. 3. — The Abhinaya-darpaiia has 
been translated, into English by A. Coomarsvamy 
and G. K. Duggirala (Cambridge, Mss. 1917). 

P. 4, 1. 13, — Undue emphasis appears to have 
been laid on the use of poetic figures in Vedio 
literature by Kane in I A xli, 1912, pp, 120f., and 
following him, by B. K. BhaftScarya in the Journal 
of the Dept, qf Letters, Calcutta University, vol. 
ix, 1923, pp. lOOf. 

P. 11, fn. 1. — The passage occurs in the Maha- 
bhdsya, ed. Kielhorn p. 19, 1. 20. 

P. 22. — Add Bibliography to Ch. I : Kane in 
lA xli, 1912, pp. 120f; Sovani va. iho Annals (f the 
Bhandarkar Institute, January 1920 ; Winternitz in 
Oeschichte der Ind. Lit. iii p. 4f; Jacobi in ZDMQ- 
Ivi p. 392f, in Sb. der Preuss. Akad. xxii, 1922, p. 
22 Of. For general remarks on the subject, see Olden- 
berg in Die Lit. des Alien Indien, Berlin 1903, pp. 
20 3f, Jacobi in Inter nat. Wochenschrift, October 
29, 1910. 

P. 23, fn 1. — Add H. P. Sastrl mJASB y'l, 1910, 
307; Kane in lA xlvi, 1917, p. 177f; Jacobi in 
Bkaoisatta kaha p. 54, fn ; Winternitz, op. oit. iii p. 
8, fn 3. 

-P- 1, atp. 27 {also p. 37). — A poet Rshu- 

laka is quoted in Ssrhgadhara 3875. Hemaoandra 
(p. 316) quotes RShula, along with SskyaoSrya, as 
an authority presumably on the drain ific rasa with 
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the pointed remark that as a follower of Bharata he 
himself has ignored their views. Jttahula is also cited 
by Sarvauanda on Amara ii p. 30), 

P. ,28.— Bharata mentions Sa^dilya and J^hurtila 
as two of his predecessors in the treatment of the 
subject of dramaturgy, (df these, ^aijdilya is men- 
tioned as a miyaimtra-kara by Siiigabhapala i 51. 

,P. 3^, L 5 . — Winternitz {pi>. cit. p. 5, In 2, at 
[). 6) notes that in the Vi^nupur&m* iii 6, the muni 
Bharata is called an early teacher of the Gandharva- 
veda (i.e. music). Winternitz also appears to accept 
the view {pp. cit. p. 9) that Matrgupta wrote a com- 
mentary on Bharata. 

. P. 36. — B. N. Bhattacarya {op. cit. p. 113) argues 
from a reference to Vatsyayana’s Kamorsutra and the 
portions of the Na^ya-mstra which deal with erotics, 
the more elementary chai'acter of the former work, 
inasmuch as certain minute details of classification 
indulged in by the latter are not to be met with in 
the former work. But the illustration he adduces 
(viz. the classification of heroes and heroines) does 
not appear to be very much to the point ; for the 
two writers approach the topic from entirely different 
standpoints and adopt different principles of classifica- 
tion. The same writer also argues (p. 116) with refer- 
ence to Bharata and the so-called works of Bhasa, 
that the dramaturgic treatise, if any, which existed in 
the latter’s time, was not Bharata’s Nct^ya-iastra, but 
one of its forerunners. We have avoided a discussion 
of this point, in view of the doubts which have been 
raised as to authorship of these dramas, and the 
Qorreotaess of the attribution to BhSsa, 
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P. 38. — The only, direct quotation from Lollata 
(and not a mere consideration of his views) is to be 
found in Hemacandra p. 215 (two verses). 

P. 42. — Sovani in JBAS. 1909, pp. 456f substan- 
tially agrees with our conclusion as to the nature of 
the Srdaya-darpa/ipa which he considers to be an 
an independent metrieal treatise with prose-o?’Wi. 

P. 44. — Add in the Bibliography : Max 
Ijindenau in Beitraege zur alUndischen Basa-lehre, 
mit besonderer Beruecksichtigung des NdtyaMstra 
(Diss.) Leipzig 1913. An article by the present 
writer of the outlines of the /’asa-theory from Bharata 
to Jagannatha (with the text of Abhinava’s commen- 
tary on Bharata’s sutra on rasa) is being published in 
Sir Asutosh Mookerjee Commemoration Volume, Cal- 
cutta University, vol. iii (orientalia). 

P. 48,f n 1. — Add Nobel in ZDMG Ixxiii p. 192 
and Winternitz op. cit. iii p. 11, fn 1. T. Gaij,apati 
^strl (introd. to ed. Bhasa), referring to this passage 
in Bhamaha, contends that “ Bhamaha lived much 
prior to Kalidasa ” who, in his opinion, defends in his 
Meghaduta i 5 the poetic propriety of employing 
the clouds as messengers. This theory, as well as 
the conclusion that Bhamaha’s date is much earlier 
than Gu^adhya’s, advanced by that scholar, appears 
to be very doubtful. 

P. 48, fn 3. — On Bhamaha’s date, see also Sovani 
in Bhandarkar Commemoration Volume p. 392f, 
Trivedi in ibid p. 401f. Also see lA xli, 90f, and 
Jacobi in Bhavisatta kaha p. 54, fo 1. 

P. 50, 1. is.— Bead “ 500 and 650 A.D.” 

JP. 50 fn 2 . — Add “p. 130f'’ in the reference. 
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The date assigned by Jacobi to Bhamaha in this 
article is now abondoned by him. 

P. 67 ft! 1. — Winteruitz {op. cit. hi 405) thinks 
that the two Bhamahas are probably identical. But 
it may be submitted that there is no material either 
to prove or disprove the identity. 

P. 55-6*. — Winternitz {op. cit. hi p. 71, in 2) does 
not appear to have come to any conclusion as to the 
question regarding the source which Bhatti utilised 
tor his illustration of poetic figures. 

P. 62, f n 1. — A r6sum6 of the Tibetan version 
of Daiidiu’s text is given by Thomas in JRAS 1903. 
An edition of this text is undertaken by the Calcutta 
University. 

P. 63, fit. 3. — Add “ pp. 143-146” after the refer- 
ence to Kielhorn. See also JRAS, 1908, p. 497f. But 
D. R. Bhandarkar (PJix p. 187f) and Klatt {WZKM 
iv, 1890, p. 6lf; also Jacobi in ibid p. 236f) place 
Magha in the beginning of the 8th and beginning 
of the iOth century respectively. There are several 
other verses in MSgha which betray an acquaintance 
with Poetics and Dramaturgy, e.g. ii 8, 86, 87 ; xiv 
50 ; xix 41 ; xx 44 (where he refers to Bharata). 

P. 64, fn 1, 1. i.— Add (after lA) “ xli " ; 1. 2, 
add (after ibid) “ 1908 ”. The question has also 
been briefly discussed by Nobel (in ZD MG Ixxiii, 
1919, pp. 190f) who maintains the priority of Bhamaha 
to Dai3L4in. See also his Beitraege zur aelteren 
Geschichte des-Alandcara-sdstra (Berlin 1911) p. 78. 

P. 66, I 30.— Read “ i 7 ”. 

P. 73, 1. 19 — Stein gives the form Vadighaiighala. 

P. 81 . — Varaana quotes also {dorda/ii4dnoita^ , 
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1. 2, 12 vrtti) iroiu Bhavabhuti’s MaJiamra-carita i 
54 (ed. N. S. P. 1910). He also quotes (IV. 3. 10 
ortti, uihau yadi vyomni) from Magha iii 8, and 
also frt>iu Bhatta Narayai^a. On' Varnana’s date, 
see also JUASBom xxixi j). 92f. 

P. 85, /. 5. — Add the reference “on II. 2. 21” 
after Vidagd ha-mukhormavAa na . 

P. 86. — AbhinavagU[)ta (p. 45) also quotes anony- 
mously a kariha-yQVBQ of Rudrafa’s (vii 38) — a fact 
which confirms the lower limit given by us for 
Rudrata’s date. 

P. 88, fn /. — Add the reference “ p. 130f”. 

P. 89, fn 3. — Add (after ZDMG) the reference 
xxxix p. 314, 

P. 05, fn- 1, p. 96 . — The verse amha sete'tra 
is quoted by Anandavardhana p. 105; so the attri- 
bution to Rudrata is doubtful, ^ihgabhupala quotes 
from and refers to the Sfugara-tilaka under the name 
Rudrafa. Sukthankar in ZDMO Ixvi (1912) maintains 
the identity of Rudra and Rudrata. 

P.97,fii3 . — Peterson (Subha^^ p. 114) thinks 
that the authology-compiler Vallabhadeva could not 
have flourished before Jaindllabhadlna whose date is 
given by Cunningham as 1417-1467 A.D. 

P. 99. -Winternitz (op. cit. ii p. 354, fn 5) assigns 
1236-1244 A.ID. as the date of Asadhara’s literary 
activity. See also Kielhorn in ix p. 107f 

P. 117 . — Both the Arjuna-carita and the Vi^ama- 
battch-ltla are mentioned and quoted by Hemacaudra 
(pp. 213 and 15) and by Abhinavagupta pp. 176, and 
152, 222. 

P. 120, 1. 12. — ‘Add the reference “ vol. ix 

44 
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P. 123 1 fn 2. — The editors of Raja^ekhara’s Km. 
rr^m report an opinion that the apperciatory verses 
attributed to Rajasekhara by Jalha^a are to be found 
in another work of our poet, named Kavi-vimaria, 
But this so-called Kavi-vimarsa might have been 
another name for his Kmya-mlmarrisa kavi-rahasya, 
in the published text of which, however, the verses 
do not occur. The date of Rajasekhara given by the 
editors is 880-920 A.D. 

P. 126. — One Aparajita-raksita is also quoted 
in the Kavi. vacana. samuc.-, but the name implies 
that he was probably a Buddhist, and is possibly not 
identical with Rajas'ekhara’s contemporary Aparajita 
(see Thomas, introd. to ibid p. 20). 

P. 150, para 4, 1, 3. — Add “ and Stein p. 275 ”. 

V. 162. — Sukthankar in ZPMG Ixvi, 1912, p. 
477f has considered the question of the dual author- 
ship of the Kavya-prakasa in detail. He attempts 
to demonstrate by a comparison of the “two parts” 
of the work that while Allafa (author of the latter 
etid) depends for his whole material upon Rudrafa, 
Mammata, although borrowing a great deal from 
the same source, follows older authors like Udbhata. 
The point, however, appears to have been a little 
over-worked. Sukthankar’s contention loses much 
of its force when we consider that both Mammata 
and Allata have made use of Rudrata’s definitions 
and illustrations, and that a distinction in their res- 
pective treatment cannot, therefore, be very pointedly 
based on this consideration alone. The same scholar 
also argues (p. 533f) that a portion of the vrtti to 
the definition of the poetic figure samuccaya in the 
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KSmya-prahMa does not originate either from 
Mammata or Allata but must be regarded as an in- 
terpolation. 

P. 216 . — A Paksadhara Upadhyaya is cited, 
apparently as a commentator on Mammata, by 
Bhimasena (see above p. 184) ; it is not known if this 
Paksadhara has anything to do with the logician 
Paksadhara. 

P. 217 footnote 3 at p. 218. — The attribution 
of the Pcmcaiika to Bilha^a is generally accepted 
(Winternitz op. cit. iii p. 117), and the poet Cora or 
Caura may not have anything to do with the PancaMkd\ 
but it is curious to note that a verse from the PancaHka 
(ed. Solf. no. 36) is quoted anonymously by Dhanika 
(ed. N. S. P. 1917, p. 85, on iv 23). The same verse 
is also quoted by Kuntala (i 49 vftU) who, like Bhoja 
(who quotes the Pa^aHha, see above p. 144), may 
have been one of Bilhap.a’s contemporaries : but 
Dhanika certainly lived in the reign of Bhoja’s prede- 
cessor Munja and thus flourished presumably 
before the date generally assigned to Bilha^a. The 
same verse is attributed to one Kalasa in Subhas^ 
1280 and in JalhaflLa'74a. These facts may raise the 
doubt that the text as well as the authorship of the 
Pa^Miha is by no means an absolutely settled fact. 

PP. 217, 223 , — On Kandarpa-cudamani see Schmidt 
Ind. Erotik, 1911, pp. 33f. It is nothing more than 
a treatment of Vstsyayana's teachings in arya-verses. 

P. 234, fn 1. — M. Chakravarti in JA8B, 1906, 
p. 167 points out that Jayadeva is quoted in the 
Saduhtikar^mrta of Sridhara and therefore must be 
placed before 1206 A.D. 
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P. 249-50. — B. N. BhattScarya {op. oit. p.l63) 
refers to a tradition among Bihar Pandits that 
BhSnudatta’s father wrote the Basa-ratna-dipika, 
and that his grandfather Sankara Misra, who wrote 
a commentary on ^rlharsa’s Khandctna-khaiida-khadya, 
flourished about 1405 A.D. But this tradition is 
unreliable in view of Bhanu’s genealogy given by 
himself in his Kumara-bhargavlya, which tells us 
that the name of Bhanu’s grandfather was Mahadeva. 
and not Sankara (see above p. 250), although the 
name of the fathers of both Saiikara and Mahadeva 
appears to be Bhavanatha. 

P. 251. — On ^Parimala by ^esa Cintama^i, add 
at the end of the paragraph ‘‘Extract in Mitra 3115, 
Bhandarkar Bep. 1883-84, p. 365.” 

P. 296, no. 34. — Although the commentary by 
Ramakrsija Pandita on the Nataka-dlpa is placed by 
Rice under Alanikara as a commentary presumably 
on Tryambaka’s w'ork, Aufrecht (i 791a) points out 
that it is undoubtedly a commentary on the Ns^aka- 
dlpa in the PancadaM. So delete the entry here, and 
correct this err<ir copied in Schuyler’s Bibliography 
p. 18 and in Haricand ^astrl p. 35, no. 369. 

P. 325, no. 30 . — Add “See above p. 293.” 



ABBREVIATIONS 


Aiifrecht = Aufrecht’s Catalogus Catalogorum. i-iii. Leipzig 
1891-1903. 

. //W— Aufrecht*s Catalogus Codicum Sanscriticorum Bib- 
liothecae Bodleianae. Oxonii 1864. 

, 1/7= Aufrecht^s = Florentine Sanskrit MSS. Leipzig 1892. 

Aiifrecht^s Katalog der Sanskrit-Handschriften 
der Uriversitaets-Bibliothek zu Leipzig. Leipzig 
1901. 

P^endall = Bendairs Catalogue of Sanskrit MSS in the British 
Museum. London 1902. 

Phandarkar. R. G. BhandarkaFs Reports on the search of 
Sanskrit MSS are quoted with reference to the 
particular years of the operations, as indicated 
on the respective title-page of the Reports. Other 
lists by him are as in Aufrecht. ^rldhar Bhan- 
darkar’s Reports and Catalogues are separately 
referred to. 

l^ibl. Ind. = Bibliotheca Indica Series of Sanskrit publications. 

l)ik. ~ Rajendralfila Mitra^s Catalogue of Sanskrit MSS in 
the Library of the Maharaja of Bikaner. Cal- 
cutta 1880. 

Hr. Mus.== British Museum. 

j». S. S. = Bombay Sanskrit Series. Ben. S. S. = Benares San- 
skrit Series. 

Burnell = BurnelPs Classified Index to Sanskrit MSS in the 
Palace at Tanjore. London 1880. 

( omm. = Commentary. 

Deccan ColU C/?/. = ^rldhar Bhandarkar*s Catalogue of MSS 
deposited in the Daccan College. Bombay 1888. 

Ed. = edition or edited. 

El = Epigraphia Indica. 
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F = following. Fn = Footnote. 

—Gottingische gelehrte Anzeigen. 

ffiV- Nachrichten der Gottingischen G^ellschaft der Wissen- 
schaften. 

Hall Hall’s Contribution towards an Index* to the 
Bibliography of the Indian Philosophical sys- 
tems. Calcutta 1859. 

Haraprasad /^astrl’s Notices of Sanskrit MSS. Second 
Series, i-iv (continued). Alsohis Report 1895-1900. 

Haricand Sastrl = Haricand Sastrl's Kalidasa et L^Art Poetique 
de PInde. Paris 1917. 

Hultzsch ~ Hultzsch^s Reports on Sanskrit MSS in Southern 
India, i 1895 ; ii 1896 ; iii 1905. Madras 1895- 
1905. 

I A == Indian Antiquary. 

y(9(r=Eggeling*s Catalogue of Sanskrit MSS in the India 
Office Library. Vol. iii deals with works on Alaui- 
kara. London 1891. 

/^—Journal Asiatique. 

Journal of the Royal Asiatic Society. 

J RA 8 Bom=^]ourn^\ of the Bombay Branch of the Royal 
Asiatic Society. 

Journal of the American Oriental Society. 

journal of the Asiatic Society of Bengal. 

Kashmir = Buhler’s Detailed Report of a Tour in search 
of Sanskrit MSS in Kashmir, Rajputana and 
and Central India (Extra no. fRASBom 1877). 
Bombay 1877. As regards Buhler^s other Re- 
ports and Lists, the references are as in Aufrecht. 

Kathvate — Kathvate’s Report on the Search of Sanskrit MSS 
in the Bombay Presidency during 1891-95. 
Bombay 1901. 

Ka^uvacana, samuc.^Kavlndra-vacana-samuccaya^d. F, W. 
Thomas, Bibl. Ind. 1912. 

K&vyamal&asKavyamala Series published by the Nir^aya 
Sagara Press. Bombay. 
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KBod^A, B. Keith's Catalogue of Sanskrit MSS in the 
Bodleian Library, Appendix to vol. i. Oxford 
1909. 

Kiel horn, 188081 = Kielhorn*s Report on the search of 
Sanskrit MSS in the Bombay Presidency during 
the year i88o-8i. Bombay 1881. 

Kielhorn, Central Prov. Ca/. = Kielhorn*s Classified Alpha- 
betical Catalogue of Sanskrit MSS in the Central 
Provinces. Nagpur 1874. Kielhorn's other re- 
ports and lists are given as in Aufrecht. 

KM = Kavyamala publications in 14 gucchakas, also referred 
to as Kavyamala in parts. 

Levi = Levi’s Thedtre indien^ Paris 1890 (unless otherwise 
indicated). 

Madras Cat,=^h Descriptive Catalogue of Sanskrit MSS in 
the Govt. Oriental MSS Library, Madras, by S. 
KuppusvamI oastrl. Vol. xxii (dealing with 
works on Alainkara). Madras 1918, 

Madras Trm A, B and A Triennial Catalogue of MSS, 
collected during the Triennium 191011 and 
1912-13 for the Govt. Oriental MSS Library, 
Madras, by M. Rahgacarya and S. KuppusvamI 

o Sastrl. Vol i (A, B, C). Madras 1913. 

Mitra = Rajendralala Mitra's Notices of Sanskrit MSS. i-x. 
Calcutta 1871 -9a 

N. S. P.= NirQaya Sagara Press, Bombay, and its edition of 
Sanskrit works. 

Oppert = Oppert's Lists of Sanskrit MSS in the Private 
Libraries in Southern India, i Madras 1880 : 
ii Madras 1885. 

Peterson = Peterson's Reports on the search ol Sanskrit MSS, 
as follows i 1882-83; 111883-84; iii 1884-86; iv 
188692; V 1892-95; vi 1895-97. Bombayii883-99. 

Rep* «* Report. 

Rice* Rice’s Catalogue of Sanskrit MSS in Mysore and 
Coorg. Bangalore 1884. 
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Regnaucl = Regnaud’s Rhetorique Sanskrite, Paris 1884. 

Sarngadhara-paddhati, ed. Peterson in B, S. S, 

Sb, der Preuss. = Sitzungsberichte der Kbniglich 

Preussischen Akademie der Wissenschaften. 

8 b. der Wiener Akad. = Sitzungsberichte der Wiener Akademie 
der Wissenschaften. 

*S(75= Lists of Sanskrit, Jaina and Hindi MSS deposited 
in the Benares Sanskrit College, comprising 
collections 1897-1901, 1904-05, 1909-10, 1911-12, 
1912-13, 1914-15. Allahabad. Separately pub- 
lished 1902-15. 

Descriptive Catalogue of Sanskrit MSS in the Calcutta 
Sanskrit College by Hrslkesa ^astrl and ^iva- 
candra Guin. Vol vii (dealing with Alainkara 
works). Calcutta 1904. 

{^esagiri SastrPs Reports on the search of Sanskrit and 
Tamil MSS. i 1898 ; ii 1899. Madras. 

/S/=^loka. 

Sten Konow = Sten Konow’s Indische Drama (in the Grundriss 
Series), Berlin and Leipzig 1920. 

Stein or Jammu = Stein's Catalogue of Sanskrit IVfSS 

in the Ragunath Temple Library of the Mahlraja 
of Jammu and Kashmir. Bombay 1894. 

= Vallabhadeva's Subhasitdvali ed. Peterson in B. S. S. 

Ulwar = Peterson's Catalogue of Sanskrit MSS in the Library 
of the Maharaja of Ulwar. Bombay 1892. 

Catalogue of Sanskrit MSS in the Bodleian Library 
vol. ii, begun by M. Winter nitz and completed 
by Keith. Oxford 1905. 

Weber -Weber's Verzeichnis der Sanskrit und Prakrit 
Handschriften der Konigl. Bibliothek zu Berlin. 
Ii853;IIpt. i 1 886, pt. ii 1888, pt iii 1892. 
Berlin 1853-92. 

Wilson or Select Specimens Select Specimens of the 
Theatre of the Hindus^ 3rd ed. London 1871, 
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Winternitz^s Catalogue of South Indian Sanskrit 
MSS in the Royal Asiatic Society. London 
1902. 

aa Wiener Zeitschrift fiir die Kunde des Morgen- 
landes. 

ZIJMG ^Zeitschrlft der Deutschen Morgenlaendischen 

Gcsellschaft 

References to Jalhana's anthology are as in the Index ot 
verses given in Bhandarkar^s Rep, 1S87-91, pp. iisf; to 
Saduktikafi^inrta as in Thomas's pref. to KaiAndra-vacana. 
Obvious abbreviations of texts referred to (e.g. Kav, prak. = 
Kavya-prakasa) are not given in this list ; but the texts are 
often quoted only with the author's name, e.g. Dandin« 
Dakin’s Kavy 6 darha, Other Reports and Catalogues are 
cited as in Aufrecht, 
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OF AUTHORS AND WORKS ON 
ALANKARA CITED IN THIS WORK 

{The jigures indicate rtferences to pages) 

I. AUTHORS 


Agnikumara. See Vitthales* 
vara 

Acyuta, cited as a commenta- 
tor on Mamma^ 184 
Acyuta barman or Acyutaraya 
Modaka 282-3 

Ajitaseiiacarya (or Ajitasena- 
deva Yatlsvara) 283-4 
Anuratnamancjana (or Ratna- 
mandana Gani) 284-5 
Atiratra-yajin, a family name 
of Srinivasa Diksita 308 
Ananta 285 
Anantadasa 239 
Ananta Pa^dita 251 
Anantarya 285 
Aparajita 126, 346 
Appaya (or Appa, Apya or 
Appaya) Diksita 22of, 265f, 
278 

Abhinavagupta 26 fn, 37, 43, 
105-6, 117- 20 

Abhinava Bha$ta Bana 314 
Amaracandra 2iof - 
Arnrtananda Yogin 285 


Ayodhyaprasada 254 
Arisimha 2iof 

Alatpkarabhasya-kara 199, 278 
Alaka, Rajanaka, See Ala^a 
Allata (or Alata or Alaka) 

i 6 if, 197, 346-7 

Allaraja (or Mallaraja) 286 
Avantisundarl 126 

Atmarama. See Svatmarama 
Yogindra 
Adi-bharata 24 fn 
Ananda, Rajanaka i8of 
Anandavardhana io5f, 345 
Ananda barman 252 
Asadhara, son of Sallaksana 
99 - 100 , 345 

Asadhara, son of Ramaji 270, 
272 

Induraja. See Pratlharendu*- 
raja or Bhajtenduraja 
Indrajit 286 
Uktigarbha r 
Utathya i 

Udbhata 45, 75f ; as commen- 
tator on Bharata 26 fn, 37 
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Uddyotakft. See Nagoji 
Audbhatas 82, 126 
AupakSyana i 

KacchapeiSvara Diksita 286 
KandSlayarya 286 
Kamalamandira 295 
KamalSkara Bha^ta 180 
Kaladhara 186 
Kalya^a UpadhySya 186 
KalySna Subrahmanya Suri 
287 

Kavikarnapura (or Karija- 
purasvamin) 257-8 
Kavicandra 258-9 
Kavikalpalata-kara 262, 307 
Kanticandra Mukhopadhyaya 

287 

Kamadeva i 
Kamarfija Dlk§ita 320 
KSiSllaksmana Kavi 287-8 
KSfiyapa yof 
Kirtidhara 26 fn, 37, 288 
Kucamara (or KucumSra) 1-2 
Kuntala I36f 
Kubera i 

Kumarasvamin 23of 
Kumbha or Kumbhakarna 

288 

KuravirSma 135, 273 
KpSaSva 2r 
K^^a 288 

Krsi^akiml^ara TarkavagTsa 
Bhattacirya 73 

Kf9Qa DTksita or Krsna 
Yajvan 289 


Kfff^a Dvivedin 186 
Kf^na Bhatta or Jayakfsna 
Maunin 288-9 
K;fna Mitracarya 186 
Ki«9a .barman 186, 289-90 
Ke^va Bhatta 290 
Ke^va MiSra 261 f 
Kolacala Mallinatha. See 
Mallinatha 

Gangadhara Vajapeyin or 
GahgadharAdhvarin 270, 
272 

GangSnanda Maithila 290-91 
GangSrama Jadi (or Ja^in) 
253 . 291 

Gajapati-vlra-narayaijadeva. 

See Narayana-deva 
Ganesa 254 

Ganesa, son of Anantabhatta 
209 

Gadadhara Cakravartin 

Bhat(acSrya, 186 
Gadadhara Bhatta 291 
GagSbha^$a {alias ViSvesvara) 
224, 225 

Gunaratna Garii 186 
GurijalaSayin. See Ranga- 

sayin 

Gokulanatha Maithila 186, 
291-2 

Gopala Acarya Vopadeva 

248, 251-2 

Gopala Bhatta, son of Hari- 
vain^ Bhatta lOi, 186, 232 
Gopala Bhalfta or Lauliiitya 
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Gopala Bha^^a i86, 231 
Goplnatha 186, 240 
Gopendra (or Govinda) Tri- 
purahara (dr Tippa) Bhupaia 
84 

Govardhana 263 

Govinda T^^akkura 175 

GauranSrya 2^2 

Ghasi or Ghasi Rama Pandita 

293 

Cakravartin. See Parama- 
nanda Cakravartin and 6rl- 
vidya Cakravartin 
Candidasa 173, 235, 236, 293, 
312 

Candrakanta T arkalamkara 

327 

Candracuda 293 
Candrika*kara 104-5 
Citrangada i 

Cinna Appayya Diksita (?) 
266 fn 3 

Ciraftjiva or Ramadeva Cirafi- 
jlva Bhat^acarya 294 

Jagadl^ Tarkalamkara Bhat^a* 
carya 187 

Jagaddhara 150 
Jagannatha Panditaraja 27Sf 
Jagabaftdhu Tarkavaglsa 3O9 
Janardana Vyasa 187 
Jayakpana Maunin. SeeKj^na 
Bhatta 

Jayadeva 2isf 
Jayanta Bhatta 171 
Jayamangala 294-5 
Jayaratha I97f 


J ayarama N yayapaftcanana 

176 

Jinaprabha Sun 297^ 29®* 
Jinavardhana Sari. 208 
Jinavallabha Suri 295 
Jiva Gosvamin 25jf 
Jivanatha 295 
jTvaraja Diksita 253, 320 
Tarunavacaspati ^ 
Taracandra Kayastha .293 
Tilaka, Rajanaka 190, 198 
Tiruvenka^a 1&7 
Tauta, Bhatta 106, 1 18 
Tribhuvanacandra 73 
Trimalla (or Tirumala,, Tir.flia- 
la, also wrongly Ntrmaia) 
Bhatfa 295 
Trilocana 298 
Trilocanaditya 296 
Triforanatatabhlma 73 
Tryambaka 295, 348 

Daksinaniurtikidkara. See 
Laksmldhara Dikaita 
Dandin 57, 344 
Dattila (or Dantila) 25 fn 2 
Darpana-kSra. See VtSva- 
natha and Hrdayd^arpana- 
kara 

Damodara Bhatta Har^e 
Dinakara (or Dini^kara) 2$4 
Durgadasa 298 
Devan^tha 54 fn i, 1841 187 
296 

Dcvapani (wrongly 
Pani) 13s 

Devasamkara Purohita 297 
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Devidatta 273 
Devesvara 3 i 2 f 
Dhanailjaya I29f 
I>bamfca 131 f 
Dharananda 271, 273 
Dharmakirti 9 ft\ 3, 48 
Dharmadatta 238, 303 
Dharmadasa Suri 297 8 
IThai^mavacaspati 73-4 
Dharma Sudhl or Snri 298-9 
Dhi^na i 
Dhurtila 342 

Dhvanikaraor Dhvanikrt lO/f 
Dhvany*lGarya ( — Ananda- 
vardiiana) 116 

Nandikesvara 1-2 and fn, 24 
Nami-sadhu 98-9 
Narasimha or Nrsimha Kavi 
299 

N arasimha Thakkura r 76, 
i 82 f* 

Narasimha Suri, son of 
Gad^hara 73 

Narasimha Suri, son of 
Timmaji 187 

Narasimhacarya or Venkata 
Narasiinha Kavi $00 
Narahari Bhatta 298 
Narahari Sarasvatl-tirtha 171 
Narahari. 5uri 231, 300 
NagarSja Kesava 1.87 
Nagefe or Nagoji Bhatta 185, 
251, 270, 272-3, 280-1 
Naraya^a Dlk^ita 187 
Narayana Deva 301 


I Nayaka. See Bha$ta Nliyaka 
I Nirmala. See Trimalla 
I Bhatta. 

j Nllakantha Dtksita 266^ 269, 

; 301 

i Nrsimha Bhatta 135 
I Nemi-aaha 254 
I Nyayavaglsa Bha^acarya, 
j title of some unknown writer 

I 273 » 309 

Paksadhara Upadhyaya, cited 
as a commentator on 
Mam mat a 184,347 
I Pancjitaraja, alms Raghunatha 
1 Raya (?) 178 
j Panditaraja, a title of Jagan- 
I natha (q.v.) 

j ParamSnanda Cakravartin 174 
Paramesvaracarya r20 
Paraj^ra i 
Palyakirti 126 

Plyusavarsa, a title of Jayadeva 
Pnnjaraja 301-2 
Pundarlka 302 
Pundarlka Rame^vara 302 
Piiru^ttama 236 fn 4^ 302 
Purugott^ma Sudhincka 302 
I Pulastya i 

j Pedakomati Vemabhupiia. 
Sec Vlranaraya^a 
Pracetayana 1 
Pratlhareiniuraja 76 f 
Pradlpakft or Piadlpakica. 
See Goyinda Thakkuta 
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Pradyotana Bha^ta 217, 221, 
223, 225 

Pradhana Venkapayya. See 
Venkapayya Pradhana 
PrabhSkara Bhatta 238 fn 3, 
302*3 

Baladeva 303 

Baladeva Vidyabhusana i84f, 

303 

Balakrsna Payagunda 199, 273, 

304 

Bhagavad bhatta 254 
Rhatta Gopala. See Gopala 
Bhatta 

Bhatta Tauta. See Tauta 
Bhatta Nayaka 37, 39-43, 343 
Bhatta Yantra 26 fn, 37 
Bhatti, alainkara-section in 
5of 

Bhattenduraja 77f, 106, n8 
Hhavadeva 187 

Bharata i, 2, 23f, 165, 341-2, 
343 

Bharata as author of the 
Kavya-laksana 36 fn 
Bhagiratha 73 
Bhanucandra 187 
Bhanudatta (or Bhanukara) j 
Miilra 24Sf, 248 j 

Bhamaha 45f, 343, 344 
Bhava Mi.%a (or Mi^ra Bhava) 

304 

Bhaskara Miira 174 
Bhaskaracarya 304 
Bhimasena Diksita i83f, 305 


BhlmeSvara Bhatta 305 
Bhudeva Sukla 305 
Bhoja i44f, 231 
Mahkhaka (or Mahkha) 19 rf 
Mahgala 83, 126 
Matahga 34 fn 3 
Mathuranatha Sukla 239-40, 

273 

Madhumatikara. See Ravi 
Madhumati-ganesa 188 
Manodhara. See Ratnapani 
Mammata 157, 346-7 
Mallaraja. See Allaraja 
Mallinatha, Kolacala 228 
Mallinatha, son of Jagannatha 
73 

Mahadeva 252 

Mahadeva (same as above?) 
254 

Mahimabhatta I52f 
Mahesvara 85, 177 (see Subu- 
ddhi Misra) 

Mahe§vara Nyayalamkara 179 
Magha-caitanya. See Raghava 
Caitanya 

Matrgupta Acarya 32-3, 37, 
242, 342 
Manasimha 305 
Manikyacandra i69f 
MaheSvara or Mahamahe§vara 
as a title of Abhinava and 
Vid5ildhara 177 fn 
Mifira 179, 303 
Mukula 76 

Muni, as a title of Bharata 23, 

146 
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Murari Mi^ra, cited as a com- 
mentator on Mammata 184 
Medhavin (or Medhavirudra) 
20, 49 50 
Mohanadasa 305 

Yajnesvara or Yajfiei^vara 
Diksita 188, 306 
Yantra. See Bhatta Yantra 
Yasasvin Kavi 306 

Raghudeva 188 
Raghunatha Raya. See 

Panditaraja 

Rangasayin, alias Gurijala- 
Hayin 252 

Ratnakantha, Rajanaka i8i'2 
Ratnapani, alias Manodhara 
179 

Ratnabhusana 306 
Ratnamandana Gani. See 

Anuratnamandana 
Ratnakara 270, 278f 
Ratnesvara 149-SOj 
Ravi 179 

Ravigupta Acarya 307 
Ravi Pandita 307 
Raghava 188 
Raghava Caitanya 307 
Rajacudamani Diksita 307-8, 

319 

Rajan, as a title of Bhoja 145-6 
Rajasekhara I22f, 346 
Rajahamsa Upadhyaya 209 
RSjananda 188 

Rama Kavi or Rama barman 
308 


Ramakarna, Pandit 327 
Ramakrsna 188 
Ramakrsna Pandita 296, cor- 
rected at p. 348 
Ramacandra. pupil of Hema- 
candra 308-9 
Ramacandra 188 
Ramacandra Nyayavagl^ 390 
Ramacarana Tarkavagisa 204 
Ramadeva Ciranjlva Bhatta- 
carya. See Ciraftjiva 
Rilmasudhlflvara 327 
Ramanatha Vidyavacaspati 
188 

Rama Pandita, an abbreviation 
for Ghaslrama Pandita (q.v.) 
Rama Subrahmanya 309 
Ramananda or Ramananda- 
srama, a name of Laksml- 
dhara Diksita 310 
Rahala or Rahula 24 fn, 37, 
301-2 

Ruci Misra, cited as a com- 
mentator on Mammata 184 
Rucinatha Misra 303 
Rudrata 86f, 345 
Rudra or Rudrabhatta Spf 
Ruyyaka (Rucaka or Ruppa- 
ka), Rajanaka 169, ipof 
Rupa Gosvamin 255 
Laksmana Bhaskara 24 fn 3 
Laksmidhara Dlk§ita, Lak.s- 
. mana-bha^ta or Laksmana 
Suri with the surname 
Daksinamurtikifikara 306, 
309- *o 
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Laksmlnatha Bhat^ 1 50 
La^ Bbaskara Miira. See 
Bhas^kara Midra 
Lokanatha Cakravartiii 260 
Locanakara. See Abhinava- 
gupta 

Lollata 37, 38f and fn, 343 
Lauhitya Bhatta Gopala. See 
Gopala Bhatta 

Vakrdktijivita-kara. See Kiin- 
tala 

Vatsavannan. See Srlvatsa- 
lanchana 
Vararuci 70 

Vallabhadeva Parainartha- 
cthna 86, 96f 
Vallabha Bhatta 310 
Vasantaraja 231, 310-1 1 
Vakpatiraja 126, 130-1 
Vagbhata, son of Soma 20Sf 
Vagbhata, son of Nemikuinara 
205f 

Vacaspati 74. See Taruna- 
vacaspati 

Vacaspati Misra 172 
Vajacandra 225 
Vatsyayana, as author of an 
Alamkara-sutra 3 fn 
Vadijanghala:(or ®ghanghala) 
73, 344 

VamanaSif, 344-5 
Vamanlyas 81, 83 
Vi^hale^vara (or Vifthala or 
^ittha-lejSa) D»Iksita, alias 
Agnikumara 31 1 
Vtjayananda 73, 188 


Vidya Cakravartiii 18S, 20or, 

231 

Vidyasagara 188 
Vidyadhara 226f 
Vidyanatha 229f 
Vidyablih§ana. See Baladeva 
Vidyabhusana 
Vidyarama 31 1 
Virupaksa 225 

Vii§vanatha (commentator on 
Dandin) 73 

Vi§vanatha, son of Tritnala 
Bhatta 173, 31 1- 12 
Visvanatha Kaviraja, son of 
Candrasekhara 173, 176. 

233f 

Visvanatha, son of Dinakara 
Bhatta. See Gagabhatta 
VisveSvara, son of Laksmt- 
dhara 224, 352, 312-3 
Visnudasa 314 

Viranarayana (Vemabhupala) 
3H 

Vlre^vara Kavicandra 243 fn 

c 313 

Vlre^vara Pandita Bhattacarya 

315, 316 

V rndavanacandra T arkalani- 
kara Cakravartin 260 
Vehkapayya Pradhana 316 
Venkata Narasimha Kavi. See 
N arasimhacarya 
Veiakata Narayairia Dlk^ita 3 1 5 
Venkata Sun 299 

Veiikatacarya T arkalainkara 

VagliSvara 316 
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Venkatacala Stiri 189 
Vengala Suri 273 
Vecarama Nyayalamkara 241, 

315 

Venldatta Tarkavagisa Bha- 
ttacarya (surnamed Srivara) 

2S3» 315. 31^’ 

Vemabhupala. See Vira 
Nariiyana 

Vaidyanatlia Tatsat 183, 223 
Vaidyanatha Payagunda 183, 
223f, 225 

Vopadeva. Sec Gopala Acarya 
Vyaktiviveka-kara. See 

Mahimabhatta 
Vrajaraja Dlksita 252, 320 

Saiikara. See ^^ankhadhara 
Sankuka 37-8, [54 
^ankha (or J^ankhaclhara or 
►^ankhacuda, also called 
Sankara) 316-7 
Sambhunatha 317 
^^akyacarya 341 
Sandilya 342 
Satakarni 317 
Yantai a ja 317 

J^aradatanaya 148, 24 if, 231 
Singabhupala 242f 
Silalin 21 
^ivacandra 298 

Sivanarayana Dasa Sarasvatl- 
kanthabharana 189 

Sivarama Tripathin 318 
Subhavijaya Gani 213 
!§esa I 

46 


^a Cintamani 151, 348 
^obhakaramitra or Soblia- 
kareSvara 279, 318-9 
Sauddhodani 262f 
Syamadeva 126, 154 fn i 
Syamaraja. See Samaraja 
Srikara Misra 319 
Srikantha 319 

K^riki'sna Sannan. Sec Krsna 
Sarman 

Srikrsna Brahmac.iriii 327 
Sridhara Sandhivigrahika 1 73 
Srinivasa Dlksita 308, 319-20 
Sripada 262 

Srivatsalanchana (or Srivatsa 
sarman or Srivatsavarman 
or simply Vatsavarman) 177, 
278 

SrTvara, a surname Vml- 
datta (q.v.) 

^rlvidya C'akravaitin. See 
Vidya Cakravartin 
Sriharsa Misra 303 

Samayasundara 209 
Samudrabandha I99f 
Sarasvatltlrtha. See Narahari 
Sarasvatitirtha 
Sahasraksa i 

Sahrdaya, a suggested name 
of the Dhvanikara 111-2 
Samaraja Dlksita 320 
Sahityacintamani-kara. See 
Vlranarayana 

Sahityadarpana-kara. See 
Vi^vanatha 
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Siinhacleva Gani 209 
Siinhabhfipala. See Sin^a- 
bhupala 

Sukhadeva Minra 320 
Sukhalala 321 

Sudhakara Pundarlka Yajin 
321 

Sudhindra Yati (or Yogin) 
295, 321 

Sundara Misra 322 
Suvarnanabha i 
Subandhn, cited as a writer on 
Dramaturgy 242 
Subuddhi Misra 1 77f 
Siimati 3 fn 
SumatTdra Yati 289 


2. W' 

Agni-purana, alaipkara-scction 
in I02f, 149 

®Anjana. See Kavydluka- 
locana 

Abhidha-vrtti-matrka 76 
Abhinaya-darpana 2 fn, 341 
Abhinava-bharatl43, 177, 1201 
Arthc\lai)ikara-rnanjarl 295 - 
See Alaiiikara-manjarl 
Alaiiikara-karika 324 
Alainkara-kula-pradlpa 312 
Alarpkara-kaumudi (1) anon. 
324 (2) by Vallabhabhatta 
310 

Alamkara-kaustubha by Kavi- 


Somanarya 322 
Somesvara 172 
Svatmarama Yogindra 297 

Hariki-sna Vyasa 150 
Haridasa 322 
Harinatha 73, 150 
Hariprasada 321, 323 
Harihara 323 

Harsa Misra. See Sriharsa 
Misra 

Haladhara Katha 323 
Krdayadarpana-kara. See 
Bhatta Nayaka 
llrdayarfima Misra 326 
ITcniacandra 202-3 


R K S 

karnapura 25 7f, 2()0 
*^Dldhiti-prakasika 260 
®Kirana 260 
”tlka 260 

Alaiiikara-kaustubha (2) b)' 

Kalyana Subrahmanya 287 
(3) by Visvesvara 312 (4) 
by Venkatacarya 316 (5) 
by Srinivasa Diksita 319 
Alaiiikara-krama-mala 296 
Alainkara-grantha 287f 
Alamkara-candrika (1) anon. 
324 (2) by Narayana Deva 
301 (3)by Vaidyanatha 270, 
271, 272 
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Alamkara-candrddaya 253, 316 
Alamkara-cintamani (i) by 
Ajitasena 283 (2) by Mnnta- 
raja 317 

Alamkara>cuda-mani (i) by 
Hemacandra 203, 208 (2) 
(also called ®sironiani) by 
Rajacudamani Dlksita 307 

Alainkara-tilaka (i)by Bhanu- 
karaor Bhanudatta 250, 254 
(2) by Vagbhata, son of 
Nemikumara 205, 209 (3) 
by f^rlkara Mi.sra 319 

Alainkara-darpana 324 
Alamkara-dlpika 270, 271, 272 
Alarnkara-nikasa (or ^nikarsa) 
321 

Alamkara-prakarana 324 
Alamkara-prakasika 324 
Alainkara-prabodha 21 1 
Alamkara-bhasya 199, 278 
Mainkara-manjarl (i) by Tri- 
mala Bhatta (also called 
ArthAlamkara-manjarl) (2) by 
Ruyyaka 195, 295 (3) by 
Sukhalala 321 

Alainkara-manjusa ( i ) by 
Deva^amkara 297 (2) by 
Ramacandra (on Kavya- 
candrika) 309 

Alamkara-mani-darpana 3 1 6 
Alatpkara-manidi a ra 327 
Alaipkara-mayukha 324 
Alaipkara-mukhWall ( i ) by 
RamasudhWvara 327 (2) by 


Laksmidhara 309(3) by Vis- 
ve.^vara 312 

Aiaipkara-ratmikara or ‘b'atno- 
daharana 270, 279, 3i8f 
Alaiiikara-rahasya 302 
Alainkara-raghava 306 
Alainkara-laksana 3 1 7 
Alainkara-vad^rtha 324 
Alaipkara-varttika 197 
Alaipkara-vimarmnl I97f 
Alaipkara-sataka a25 
Alaipkara-Aastra-saijigraha 309 
Alatjikara-sirobhnsana 285 
Alaipkara-siromani (also called 
^cudamani) 307 
A la I p k a r a-Aek h a ra ( i ) by 

KeAava MiAra 26 if (2) by 
jTvanatha 295 

Alanikara-saipgraha (i) anon. 
324 (2) by Amrtananda 285 
(3) by Jayadeva (same as 
Candraloka) 225 
Alaipkara-saipjTvanu See Alaip- 
kara-sarvasva-saipjivanl 
Alaipkara-samudgaka 318 
Alanikara- sarvasva (i) anon. 
324 (2) by Ke^ava Misra 
264 

Alanikara-sarvasva by Ruyyaka 
TQOf 

®VimarsinT by Jayaratha 
i97 

® Vrtti by Samiidrabandha 

199 

®Sa»pjtvanT by Vidya 
Cakravartin 200 



SANSKRIT POETICS 


3f)4 

Alanikiira-sara 199, 303f 
Alamkara-sara-sthiti, or Alarn- 
kara-sthiti i84fn (see Kuva- 
layt\nanda-khandana) 

Alan) ktira-sa ra-sai ngraha. See 
Kavyft.Iaink? ra-saingraha of 
IJdbhata 

Alamkara-saroddhara 184 
Alamkara-sudha 270, 272, 281 
Alainkara-sudha-nidhi 269, 170 
Alai))kara-sutra (i) by Vatsy- 
ayana (?) 2 fn 2 ( 2 ) by Can- 
drakanta 327 
Akunkara-suryodaya 306 
Alamkaranukramanika 324 
Alainkfiranusarinl 195 
Alamkarendu-sekhara 300 
Alainkaresvara 324 
AlainkarodaharaTia 199 
Avacuri (i) on VagbhatA.lam- 
kara 209 (2) on Pra^^nottara 
29s 

Avacuri tippana (on Mammata) 
188 

®Avaloka. See under Da§a- 
rupaka 

Agamacandrika and Atmapra- 
bodhika 260 

Ananda-candrika or Ujjvala- 
nlla-mani-kirana 256f, 259f 
®Amoda. See under Rasa- 
inafijarl 

I 'jjvala-nlla-mani 255f, 2S9f 
^'Kirana. See under 
Ananda-candrika 


®Kirana-le^a 259-60 
®^Tka 260 
Ujjvala-pada 306 
®Udaharana-candrika. See 
under Kavyapraka.% 
®Udaharana-dlpika or ®pradl- 
pa. See under Kavya- 
prakasa 

^Uddyota. See Kavya-pradl- 
pa 

Udbhata-viveka or °vicara 190, 

I 198 

K ju-vrtti . See u nd er K a vya- 
prakasa 

Ekasastyalamkara-praka^a 187 
Ekavall 226f 

Aucitya-vicara-carca i38f 

Kamalakarl, the title of Kama- 
iakaiVs comm, on Mamma- 
ta 180 

Karna-bhusana 290 
[ Kavi-kantha-pa^a 292, 324 
Kavikantha-hara 317 fn 2 
Kavi-kanthiibharana I39f 
Kavi-karpati 316-7 
I Kavi-karnika 139, 142 
Kavi-kalpa-lata (i) by Deve^- 
vara 2i2f, 214; ®tika 214 

(2) by Raghava Caitanya 307 

(3) anon. 262-3 
Kavi-kalpa-latika 324 
Kavi-kautuka 314 

i Kavi-gajafikui§a 85 



INDEX 


366 


Kavit^vatara 236 fn 4, 302 
KavitS-rahasya. See Kavya- 
kalpa-lata 

Kavi-nandika or ^nandinT or 
KavyaprakaAa-bhavjlrtha 

188 

Kavi-priya 82 

Kavi~rahasya. See Ka\ya- 
mlmainsH 
Kavi-viman^a 346 
Kavi-.^ikfifi (i) by Jayamangala 
394f (2) ^vrtti by Amara- 
candra 210 

Kavi-samaya-kallola 285 
Kavindra-karnabharana 312 
®Kamadhenu. See under 
KavySlainkara- siitra 
® KarikA,rtha-praka^ika. See 

Kavya-praka^a 

® Karikavall. See under Kavya- 
praka§a 

Kavya-kalapa 325 
Kavya-kalpa-lata kavita-raha- | 
syaby Arisimhaand Amara- ■ 
candra 210, 213 

°Parimala by Amara- 
candra 21 1 
<*Mafijari 211 fn 3 
®Makaranda 213-4 j 

Kavya-kautuka and its vivara^a 
118, 121 

KaVya-kaumudl (i) anon. 325 
(2) by DeVanatha on Matn- 
iTiata 187 (3) by Ratna- 
bhu^na 306 

Kavya-kaustubha (i) anon. 


325 (2) by Baladeva Vidya- 
bhusana i84f, 303 
Kavya -candrika (i) by Kavi- 
candra 25 8f, 260 (2) by 
Ramacand ra N yayavagTsa 

309 

Kavya-tattva-vicara 323 
Kavya-tattva-vjveka-kau miidl 
73 

Kavya-tilaka 313 
Kavya-darpana (i) by Madhu- 
matigane.^a on Mamma^a 
j 1 88 (2) by Ratnapanl alias 
Manodhara on ibid 179 (3) 
by Rajacudamani Diksita 
307 (4) by {Srinivasa 

Diksita 319 

Kavya-dipika (i)’anon, 325 
(2) by Kanticandra 287 
Kavya-nirnaya 134, 135 
Krivya-pariccheda 326 
Kfivya-parlksa i78f 
Kavya-prakasa i 58 f, 167 

'^AdarSa or ^Bhav^rtha- 
cintamani 179 
^Udaharana-candrika 183 
^ Udaharana-dipika (also 
called ^loka-dlpika) (i) 
by Govinda 175 (2) or 
‘^pradlpaby Nagoji 185, 
281 

®Uddyota. See^Pradipa- 
uddyota below 
®Rju-Vi*tti 187 
® KarikArtha-praka^ika 
188 
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^Karikavalt i86 
Khandana or KavyA.mrta- 
tarangini 189, 325 
'^Tlka 186, 187, 188 
"Tilaka or Rahasya-dipi- 
ka or JayaramI I76f 
•Darpana 173, 237. See 
also Kavya-darpana 
^’Dlpika (i) byCandidasa 
i 73 > 23 ^ (2) by Jayanta 
Bhatfca (also called 
Jayanti) i7if (3) by 
Sivanarayana 189 
^Nidarsana (also called 
^itikantha-vibodhana) 
i8of 

^Pada-vrtti 187 
^ Pradipa (also called 
Kavya-pradipa) i75f 
®PradTpa-prabha 175, 183 
‘^Pradlpa-uddyota, laghu 
and brhat 175, 185, 281 
^BhaviVtha. See Kavi- 
nandinT 

^ Bhavf'lrtha-cintamani. 

vSee ®Adarsa above 
" Rahasya-dipika. See 

^Tilaka above 
^ Rahasya-prakai§a (i) by 
Jagadlsa 187 (2) by 
Ramanatha 188 
®Viveka 173 
*^Vyakhya 188 
o^loka-dlpika (i) by Go- 
vinda, see ®Udaharana- 
dlpika above (2)* by 


Janardana 187 
® Sa nketa (i) by Mamikya- 
candra idpf (2) by 
Ruyyaka or Rucaka 169, 

195 

®Srira 188 

Kavya-pradipa. See under 
Kavya-prakilsa- pradipa 
Kavya-inafijarl 273, 309 
Kavya-mimainsa Kavirahasya 
I23f 

Kavya-ratna (i) by KeSava 
MiSra 264 (2) by Vi^veavara 
313.(3) anon. 325 
Kavya-ratn 4 kara 315 
Kavya-laksana (i) by Bharata ? 

36 fn I (2) anon. 325 
Kavya-laksana-vicara 325 
Kavya-vilasa 277 fn 2, 294 
Kavya-sarani 269 
Kavya-sara-saingraha 319 
Kavya-sudha. See Sahitya- 
sudha 

Kavy^ari^a by Dandin 58f 
®Candrika 73 
®Marjana 73 
®MuktAvall 73 
’’Vivrti or Kavya-tattva- 
viveka-kaumudl 73 
® V ai malya-vid hay i nl 7 3 
Kavyadar^aby SomeSvara 172 
KavyAnufiasana (^i) by Vag- 
bhata, son of Nemikumara 
205,209(2) by Hemacandra 
203f, 208 
KavyAmrta 178 
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Kavy4mrta-taranginl. See 
Kavya-prakasa-khandana 
Kavy^rtha-gumpha 323 
Kavyillarakara (i) by Jihamaha 
22, 45f 

®vivrti or Bliamaha- ’ 
vivarana by Qdbhata ; 

57, 75 i 

ICavy^lamkara (2) b}' Rudrata ] 

86f 

'^flka by Asadhara ggf 
Tika by Vallabluideva 96 
T?ippana by Naini-sadhu 
98f 

Kavyidauikara-kamadhenu. 

See under KavyJilamkara- 
sutra by Vamana 
KavyA,lamkara-siSu-prabodha 
or ^iSu-prabodluUamkara 

301, 314 

KavyAlarakara-saing laha (or 
®sara or ^sara-sanigraha) by 
by Udbhata 7Sf 
®Laghu-vitti 76 
Kavyt\laiakara-sutra- vrtti by 
Vamana 8 if (the ^ rtti is en- 
titled Kavi-priya) 
^Kamadhenu 84 
Kavy^loka, also called 
Dhvany^lloka or Sahrday^*- 
loka io7f 

^Candrika 105-6, I20 
®Locana ii7f 
^Alljana 120 
® Vyakya-k aumudl 

120 


Kavy^loka by Hariprasada 323 
KavyMoka, cited by Appayya 

323 

K5vy6padesa 325 
^Kirana. See under Alaip- 
kara-kaustubha and Ujjvala- 
nlla-mani 

^Kirana-lesa. See under 
Ujjvala-nlla-mani 
KuvalayAnanda 265 f, 271!' 
®Karika (same work) 271 
® Khandana, also called 
Alainkara-sthiti or 
Alanikara-sara-sthiti 
184, 269 

273 

Krsmlnandinl (011 Sahitya- 
kaumudi) 184 

Kohallya Abhinaya-sastra 25 
fn 2 

Guru-marma-prakasika 281 
Gudh^irtha-prakaiSika. See 
Citra-mimaipsa 

i Candr^loka 2i5f, 219-22, 267 
^Prakasa Sarad^gama 
223, 225 
^Dlpika 225 

®Sudha. See Rakagama 
® Candrika. See under Kavyd- 
loka and Kavyddar^ 
Camatkara-candrika 243 fn i 
Citra-mlmanisa 26yf, 273 

^ Khandana 269, 277, 278 
®Gudh4rtha-prakS6ika 273 
^Dosa-dhikkara 266, 2 pg, 
301 
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Citr 4 loka 273 

Chaya (on Rasa-inimaiiisa) 2 53 

Jayantl. See under Kavya- 
prakasa-dipika 

Jayaraml. See under Kavya- 
prakaisa*tilaka 
Jalpa-kalpa-latS 284f 

See under Alaiukara- 
kaustubha, Ujjvala-nlla- 
inani, Kavi-kalpalata, 
Kavyitlaipkara, Kavya-pra- 
kasa, Dasarupaka, Sarasvatl- 
kanthi'ibharana and Vidag- 
dhamukha-mandana 
^Tippana. See under Kuva- 
laytoanda and Sahitya- 
darpana, KavyMainkara of 
Rudra^a 

Tattva-jmrlksii 178 
Tattv^loka 117 
Tattv6kti-kosa 156 
Tarala 228 
Tala-laksana 25 fn 2 
Tilaka. See under Jayaiaint 
or Kavyaprakasa-tilaka 

Dattila-kohallya 25 fn 2 
® Darpana. See under Hrdaya 
darpana, Sahitya-darpana or 
K avya-prakasa-<larpana 
Dafirupaka or Dasarupa i3of, 

134 

^^Av^lok^ iSlfy 135, 


"^Tlka 135 
^Paddhati 135 
^Sdiasanklya 'Jlka 135 
Da^arupaka-vivarana 325 
®Dldhiti-praka^ika. See under 
Alauikara-kaustubha 
•Dipika. See under Kavya- 
prakasa and Candraloka 
Duskara-citra-prakasika 150 
Dosa-jitkara, a mistake for 
Citramlmaiusa-dosa-dhikkara 
(q.v.) 266 fn 3 

®Dosa-dhikkara. See under 
C'itra-mlmaijisa 

Dhvani-pradipa 301 
Dhvani-siddhanta-grantha 
173 ^ 293 

DhvanyAloka. See Kavyaloka 

Nata-sutra 2i, 27 
Nanja-raja-yai^o-bhusana 299 
Nandi-bharata 2 fn 2. 24 
Nandibharatokta SanigUa* 
pustaka 2 fn 2, 24 
Narasiiuha-manlsa i82f 
Nava-rasa-taranginl, same as 
Rasa>taraiiginl 253 
Nataka-candrika 256, 260 
Na^ka-darpana or Na^ya- 
darpana 308, 325 
Nataka-dipa 296, 348 
Na^aka-paribha^ 244 
Nataka-prakasa 231 
Na^aka-mlmamsa 196 
N^^aka-ratna-ko§a 325 
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Najaka-lak^na 302 
Natak 4 vatara 325 
Natya-darpana. See Nataka- 
darjiana 

Natya-cuda-inani 322 
Na^ya-pradlpa 322 
Natya-locana 296 

^Vyakhyaiijana 296 
Natya-aastra by Bharata 21, 
23f, 341-2. Comms. on do. 
See 37f 

Natya-sastra by Vasaiita-raja 
3 iof 

Nayika-darpan'a or ®varnana 
308 

®Nidarsana. Sec under 
Kavya-prakasa 
Nutana-tarl 254 
®Nauka. See under Rasa- 
taranginl and Sahitya-ratna- 
kara 

^Pada-vrtti. See under 
Kavya-prakasa 

^Paddhati. See under Dasa- 
rupaka 

^Parimala. See under Rasa- 
manjarl and Kavya-kalpa- 
lata 

k 

^Prakasa. See under Candr 4 - 
loka and Rasa-manjari 
Pratapanid ra-y aio-bhlisana 
229f 

Pradipa. See under Kavya- 
f prakasa 

^Prabha. See under Kavya- 

47 


prakasa-pradipa and Sahitya- 
darpana 
Prasnottara 295 
Prastava-cintamani 293 
Prastava-ratnakara 322 

Bala-cittanuranjanI 1 7 1 
Bala-bodhika 214 
Bindvalaipkara 323 
Budha-rafijanl 273 
Brhal-saniketa. See Kavya- 
prakasa-saiuketa by Ruyya- 
ka 

BrhaMiddyuta. See Kavya- 
prakasa-uddyota 

Bharata- p ran 1 ta Ka v}^\d by aya 
36 fn 1 

Bharata-vyakhyiuia by Matr- 
gupta (?) 32-3 
Bharata-sutra-vrtti 185 
Bharaturnava 2 fn 2 
Bhanu-bhava-prakasinI 252 
Bhamaha-vivaraiia. See under 
Kavyilla^iukara by Bhamaha 
Bhainahalaiukara. See Kavya- 
laiiikara by Bhamaha 
Bhava-prakasa 148, 241 
^Vyakhya 242 

^ Bhavartha. See under Kavya- 
prakasa 

®Bhavi\rtha-cintamani. See 
under Kavya-prakasa 

^Makaranda. See under Kavya- 
kalpa-lata 

; ^Maiijari. See under Kavya- 
I kalpa-lata 
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Mataiiga^bharata 24 fn 2 
Madhu-dhara 295 
Madhumatl 179 
Madu-rasa or Madhura-rasa 
186 

Mandara-maranda-cauipu 289f 
^Marjana. See under Kavy<V 
darsa and Sarasvatl-kanthd- 
bharana 

Muktdvall. See under Kavy;V 
darsa 

^ M arma-p rakasi ka. See Gu ru- 
marma-prakasika 
Mugdha-medha-kara 285 

Yasovanta-yaso-bhunana 327 

Raghunatha bhupalTya 289 
Ratna-darpana 149-50 
Ratna-§ana 231,232 
Ratna-aobhakara 327 
Ratnapana 23of, 232 
Rama 223f, 225 
Rasafkalika 325 
Rasa-kaumudi (i) by Ghasi- 
rama 293 (2) by Srikantha 
319 (3> anon. 325 
Rasa-gaugikihara 275 f 
Rasa-gandha 326 
Rasa-gandhara 326 
Rasa-candra 293 
Rasa-candrika 312 
Rasa- taratug ini by Gopala- 

bhatta loi 

Rasa-taranginI by Bhanudatta 
245f, 253 
^Nauka 253 


® Setu or ^ Setu-bandha 

253 

Rasa-dlrghika 31 1 
Rasa-nirupana 231, 30c# 
Rasa-prakasa 186, 289, 290 
Rasa-pradipa 176, 238 fn 3, 302 
Rasa-bindu 326 
Rasa-manjarl by I.aksmidhara 

309 

Rasa-mafijarl by Bthanudatta 
245f, 25 if 
^Amoda 252 
^Parimala 251, 

^Prakasa 251 
^Vikasa or vilasa 251-2 
^ Vyangy a r tha- kau niudl 
by Ananta 251 (2) 

by Visvesvara 313, 252 
(also called Samafija- 
sdrtha) 

V yangydrtha-dipika 252 
^Sthfila-tatparyclrtha 253 
Rasa-maharnava 29 if ' 

Rasa-mlmai))sa 253;, 291 
Rasa-ratna-kosa (i) anon* 326 
(2) by Kumbha 288 
Rasa-ratna-dipika or ^pradJpa 
245 fn 5, 286 
Rasa-ratna-kara 318 
Rasa-ratn 4 kara» 326, 270 
Rasarratnavall 315" 
Ra3A-vil^a 305 
Rasa-viveka 326 
Rasa saiiHaccaya (i) by 
Bhimesvara 305 ^2) anon. 
526 
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Rasa-sagara 326 
Rasa-sindhu 302, 326 
Ra«a-sudhAkara 326 
Rasa-setu 253 
Rasakara 326 
Ras^fta-sesa 2 56, 260 
Rasilmava or Ra'«; 4 rnava- 
sudhilkara 242 f 
Rasika-jivana 291 
Rasika-praka^ 296 
R^sika-priya 286 
Rasika-rafijana 252 
'Rasika-ranjani (i) by Gopala- 
bhatta on Rasa-manjarl 252 

(2) by Gangadhara on 
Kuvalay^nanda 270, 271-2 

(3) by Venidatta on Rasa- 
taraiiginl 253 {4) by Visva- 
natha on KSvyudar^a 73 

Rasika-sainjlvanl 290 
Rasika-sarvasva 326 
Ras6dadhi (i) by GaneSa 254 
(2) by Mahikieva 254 (3) by 
Mohanadasa 304 
Rahasya 326 

®Rahasya-dlpika. See under 
Kavya-prakasa 

®Rahasya-prakasa. See under 
Kavya-prakasa 

Rakagama or Candrftloka- 
sudha 224, 225 

Ramacandra-yaso-bhusaija 286 
Riti-vrtti-laksana 31 1 

Laksana-dipika 292 
Lak^igia-iiiilika 300 


Laksmi-vihara 318 
Laghu “Uddyota. See Kavya- 
prakaaa 

®Laghu-vrtti. See under Kavya- 
isMu kSra-sai ngraha 
lAghvalainkara-candrika 273 
Lila 187 

Loka sanwyavahara 307 
®l.ocana. See under Kavya- 
loka and Sahitya-darpana 
Locana-aftjana. See under 
®Anjana 

Locana-rocani 255, 259 
®Locana-vyakhysi-kaumudT. 

See uiKler KavyaJoka 
® Locana-vyakhyafijana. See 
Xatya-locana 

Vakrokti-jivita I36f 
Vana-taraAgini loi 
V asan ta* ra jlya N atya-§ 5 stra . 
See Natya-sSstra by Vasanta- 
raja 

Vakya-ratna 288 
Vagbhatalainkara 204!, 207f 
^Avaciiri 209 
®Vivarana 209 
^Samasanvaya tippana 
209 

•Vikasa. See under Rasa- 
maftjari 

Vidagdha-mukha-mandana 

297.8 

. 298 

Vidvan-rnanorama 298 
^Viitiarsinl. See under Alain- 

I 

kara-sarvasva 
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'^Vivarana. See under Kavya- 
lainkara of Bhamaha, KSvya- 
kautuka, and Vagbhata- 
latnkara 

®Vivrti. See under Knvya- 
darsa and Sahitya-darpana 
^Viveka. See under Kavya- 
prakasa 

Visama-padi (i) anon, on Rasa- 
gangadhara 281 (2) by 

l^ivaramaon Mammata 318 
Visama-pada-vyakhyana. See 
Satpadananda 
Vistarika 174, 178 
®Vrtti. See- under Alainkara- 
sarvasva 
Vrtti-dipika 288 
Vrtti'varttika 267f, 274 
^Vaimalya-vidhayinT. See 
under Kavyadarsa 
Vyakti-viveka I52f, I55f 
®Vicara or ®Vyakhyana 156, 
196 

®Vyangartha-kaumudl. See 
under Rasa-maiijari 
^Vyangartha-dlpika. See 
under Rasa-mafijarl 
^Vyakhya. See under 

Kavya-prakasa and Bhava- 
prakasa 

^abdavyapara-paricaya 160, 
168 

Saradagama Candraloka- 
prakasa. See under 

drAJoka 


! ^arada-sarvarl 225 
^ifigabhupallya Alamkara, 
descriptive name for Rasa- 
rnava-sudhAkara of ^inga- 
bhupala 

l^iiigabhupala-klrti-sudha-sara- 
sitala, another name for 
Camatkara-candrika (q.v.) 
»^itikantha-vibodhana. See 
under Kavya-prakasa 
Sisu-prabodhalainkara. See 
Kavyalamkara-sisu-prabodha 
(by Punjarfija) 

Sisu-prabodhalamkara by 
Visnudasa 314 
Srhgara-kaustubha 326 
Srhgara-candrddaya 326 
^rhgara-tatinl 294 
f^rhgara-taraiigini 326 
f^rhgara-tilaka pif, loo-J 
Srhgara-dipika 250, 254 
^rhgara-pavana 326 

Srhgara-praka^a 1 47-8, 1 5 1 
’231, 241, 243, 
Srngara-bheda-pradipa 323 
Sriigara-manjarl 283f, 326 
^rngara-mandana or Srngara- 
rasa-mands^na 3 1 1 

{§yiigara-lata 32O 
^rhgara-vidhi 326 
6rhgara-sara and Srhgara- 
saravall 315 
^rogara-sarddadhi 321 
Srngara-hara 303 

Srhgaramrta-laharl 320 
{§ravana-bhu8ana 298 
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^Sloka-dlpika. See under 
KSvya-prakasa 

Satpadananda Vi§ama-pada- 
vyakhyana 270, 272, 281. 

® Sarpketa. See under Kavya- 
praka^a 

Saippradaya-prakasinl Brhatl 
Tika 188, 201 

®Samjlvani or ®Sarvasa-sam- 
jl van! or A lamkara-sam jl-- 
vanl. See under Alainkara- 
sarvasva 

Samanjasa or Samafijasartha 
252. See ^Vyangyartha' 
kaumudi 

Samasanvaya 'J'ippana. See 
under Vagbhatalamkara 

Sarapamoda 282 

Sarasvatl-kanthabharana i44f, 
149 

®Marjana 150 
ISO 

Sahrdaya-llla 196 

Sahrdaya-tosinl 142 

Sahrdayitloka. See KavyAr- 
loka 

Sara-bodhini (i) by Visva- 
natha on Alamkara-kaustu- 
bha 260 (2) by J^rivatsa- 
lafichana on Mammata 177 

S&ra-samuccaya 18 1 

*'Sahasa6klya Tika. See 
under DaSarupaka 


Sahitya-kalpa-valll 285 
Sahitya-kallolinl 304 
Sahitya-kautuhala 306 
Sahitya-kaumiidl i84f 
Sahitya-cintamani 231, 269, 

314 

Sahitya-cuda-mani 186 
Sahitya-taranginl 288 
Sahitya-darpana 233f, 231 
^Tippana 239 
^Prabha 240 
®Vivrti 240 
®Locana 239 
Sahitya-dlpika 175 
Sahitya-mimamsa 195, 229 
Sahitya-ratnt\kara by Dharma 
Sudhi 298 - 
®Nauka 298 

Sahitya-ratUf'lkara by Jajnes- 
vara 306 

Sahitya-sarvasva 85, 177 
Sahitya-samrajya 289 
Sahitya-sara (i) by Acyuta 
282-3 (2) by Manasiinha 305 
Sahitya-sudha or Kavya-sudha 
254 " 

Sahitya-sudha-sindhu 311 
Sahitya-suksma-sarani 319 
Siidha 273 

®Sudha. See Rak^ama 
Siidha-sagara or Sudhddadhi 
i83f, 30 s 

Subodhini (i) by Trilocana 
298 (2) by. Vedkatacala 
Silri 189 
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Sumano-^nnAndhAri i86 
®Setu or •Setu-bandha. See 
Rasa-tara6ginl 

Harilocana-candrika, a mis- 


taken name for Umai. <<q.v.) 
223 fn 2 . ^ 

Hfdayafigama 72, 73 
Hfda3ra<larpana jgf, 343 


N. fl.— There are numerous passing teferences to some of these works 
and authors : but the Hgures in the index itidkate tlic places where they are 
dealt with or cited independently. 


ERRATA 


PAGE 

LINE 

INCORRECT 

CORRECT 

8 

2 (fn) 

npamanam 

iipaminatn 

H 

‘9 

ufmmya 


15 

23 

Apastambha 

Apastamba 

16 

9 

Anguttara * 

A^^gmUara 

18 

12 

some what 

somewhat 

19 

5 

VasavaUada 

l^sm^adutta 

19. 

IS (fn) 

pp. 


19 

21 (fn) 

Levi 

L6vi 

20 

9 

is) 

( 6 ) 

20 

2 (fn) 

eorie, extreme 

Scokt extreme 

22 

lO 

respedtivly 

respectively 

36 

13 

prevelant 

prevalent 

38 

12 

Ajitaplda 

Ajitaplda 

44 

22 

per 

par 

44 

18 

Text 

, Texte 

44 

t 6 

Fruhgeschkhte PHiiigeschichte 

44 

32 

numberles 

numberless 



KMUITA 


a7& 


47 

17 

are 

IS 

48 

*7 

repitition 

repetition 

52 

8 

prevelcint 

prevalent 

59 

2i 

Nrptunga 

Nrpatunga 

70 

15 

acknowledge- 

ment 

acknowledg- 

ment 

7 ' 

2 (fn) 

p. 44 

447 

72 

38 

Hastimall 

Hastimalla 

76 

7 

commetatur 

commentator 

77 

4 

213 

223 

90 

5 (fn) 

in 

is 

90 

to (fn) 

thes 

the 

93 

25 

fespectively 

respectively 

94 

I (fn) 

stpnzas 

stanzas 

94 

13 (fn) 

on ground 

on the ground 

95 

1 1 (fn) 

Ruyyka 

Ruyyaka 

95 

14 (fn) 

Srngra 

, Sr^ira 

96 

15 

Rt^draUiVuUcara Rudraf^lani- 




kor^ych 

1 1 2 

22 

in middle 

in the middle 

137 

28 

Hala 

Hala 

144 

16 

in 

is 

144 

6 (fn) 

Bilhanu's au- 

Bilhana's auth- 



thor- 

or- 

148 

17 

encyclopeadic 

encyclopaedic 

153 

16 

clearrly 

clearly 

»54 

10 

Sankuka’s 

Satikuka 

154 

21 

the 


155 

30 

vyaktviveka- 

vyaktiviveka- 

158 

10 

later the 

later than the 

162 

17 

indipendent 

independent 

168 

8 

karkias 

karikas 

176 

10 

,the last 

than the last 

180 

10 (fn) 

•ken 

•kena 

182 

10 

who 

as 

189 

12 

Kavyparakaha 

Kavya-prakaeu 
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190 

2 (fn) 

SahydyatUa 

Sahydayadlla 

190 

9 (fn) 

commetators 

commentators 

208 

24 & 29 

Granthamala 

Granthamala 



viii 

iii 

213 

7 (fn) 

matkya- 

matkyta- 

213 

8 (fn) 

-parimalatas 

-parimalatas 

248 

24 

one the 

one of the 

252 

20 

for the whom 

for whom 

263 

17 

opinions 

opinion 

268 

5 

auTirur 

anUrur 

272 

32 

vya,khyana 

vyakhyana 

275 

r (fn) 

nav%m 

navmam 

275 

>3 (fn) 

is difYerent 

is a different 

27s 

>5 (fn) 

our 

to our 


N. B : — A few more misprints, especially regardini^ diacri- 
tical marks have unfortunately crept in ; but as they are 
obvious they have not been indicated here. The letter r 
throughout has not been distinct and sometimes have entirely 
broken down in printing. The letters s and »n in the proper 
names in ch. xxix have been wrongly printed as s and m. 
The name Haricand has been printed inadvertantly as Hari- 
cand throughout 





